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PREVENTION of PROSTITUTION. 



WITH OTHER 



Matters incidental to the main Subjed^ 



INTRODUCTION. 



ABOUT a year ago Thelyphtmora 
was recommended to the Author's 
reading, as a book that contained, in feve- 
ral parts of it, fuch plaufible arguments, as 
did not appear to be eafily confuted. From 
thefe fuggeftions he read over carefully that 
Treatife, and gave it as his opinion, that 
there was not that ftrength of argument 
which people feemed to apprehend. In con- 
fequence of this declaration, he was prefledj 
with fome earneftnefs, to commit to writing 
thofe reafons that induced him to think fo. 
Impelled, not only by this, but by an anxious 
concern for the welfare of the prefent and 
future generations, the writer publifhes thofe 
reafons^ in hopes that Aey will be found 
generally ufeful, which may apologize for 

a 3 troubling 



XIV INTRODUCTION, 

troubling the public with his fentiments on 
a fubjed, concerning whicl^ fo mugl^ b^a 
been already faid, 

The above-mentioned elaborate work, 
wUh %k^ additional confequence of ^ fecond 
^ition, whi(jh ifalje^ jntft trk^ \iHmy worl4 
thi* pfD4udtion, it w?s fupppfed ^t .firft, 
would have been univcrfaljy cqjpdeinn^4 :t--t 
V>nt e?:perience has already H^^wn the fup^n 
^ion te ^9 Ul-fonndedf Its doiftrines, fup^ 
fo/^i, kj ?^ appearance Qf great learning, 
^4 ^^9f> W^U adapted to the tafte of a liceo-^ 
tipHS ^^ though generally, are far from bc« 
jag unive^rfally' e^splpd^^d. The advocates foe 
tl^4» wfjrjc, excepting thafe who admire it 
QQly im i^: Uciaitjioufnpfs of its principles, 
Wty fee fupppfed, regardlefs of the meai2s^ 
tift Ivik Ibrward to the defirable end pro^ 
ppfcdi, Qf preventing fedudtion ;-^ta which 
«n4 bewevjqr, it i& ^rea^ly inadeq,uate, and 

piuft 
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muft certainly mijlead them, if no Friendly 
information intervenes. For thefc reafons 
tfie author of the following (heets has at- 
tempted to adminifter an antidote to its poi- 
fon. He is fenfible that it has been an- 
fwered in fomfe points of view, very ably.— 
But even fuppofing it fully anfwercd before 
this book is fubmitted to public in/peSiion ; 
yet it may be ufeful to many, fince amongft 
mankind there are varieties of tempers, dif- 
pofitidns and geiiiuibi % and great diBTerence 
as to the magnitude of natural and acquired 
abilities; as alfo different perceptions and 
ideas in the fame, as well as unequal degrees 
of improvement of the mental faculties ;— 
cohfequently there is a heceffity for v^ritcrs 
of various abilities to demonftrate truths to 
communities, compofed of different orders 
of men. And as writers of humble abilities 
may by foihe happy thoughts very much re- 
commend and fupport a good caufe, every 

a 4 author 
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author fhould have at Icaft a candid hearings * 
and particularly thofe whofe real intention 
can be ho other than to encreafe or fecuro 
the happinefs of mankind. — Such is the fcope 
of the prefent undertaking — ^fuch the defiga 
of its author ; for he has no lucrative views, 
nor has he vanity enough to fuppofe he fhall 
receive any pecuniary advantage from a work 
of this nature. He isi fenfible of many 
faults in point of compofition ; but it is not; 
high founding wo^ds, or round periodsj^ that 
he has ftudied ; he has endeavoured tq fay 
what, as a lover pf truth and a friend to 
mankind, he ought to fay, in familiar lan^ 
guage. — He feels himfelf totally uninflu- 
enced by any human authority, e;tcept fuch 
as is dearly founded upon the diving law i 
but if in any interpretation thereof he has 
fallen into miftakes, which however he has 
been anxious to avoid, all candid information 
will not only be attended to, but moft grate- 
fully 
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fully received. — It is only by the true ftand- 
ard that we can rightly judge of corruptions; 
therefore it is highly neceflary that the Scrip- 
tures fhould be exhibited in a true light, 
and particularly the doiftrines of Christ. — 
None are fo likely to know thofe doftrines 
as the Apoftles themfelves, and thofe who 
lived, and converfed with, and were in- 
ftrudled by, them. — The primitive Fathers, 
if they were not infallible expofitors, at Icaft 
delivered the traditional fenfe and interpre- 
tation of the Holy Scriptures. If this doc-^ 
trine is admiflible, then we may fafely depend 
on what they fay. 

But, with refped: to Thelyphthora, it can* 
not but be evident to every difcerning reader, 
that a grofs miftake runs thrQugh the whole, 
from not diftinguifliing principles and laws 
of moral duty, from outward particular in- 
dependent adts. But though the author of 

that book has fallen into thofe fundamental 

errors 
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errors as a reafbner, he is certainly more 
happy as a writer ^ for he has great merit in 
the management of the controverfy, in regard 
to acutcnefsj^ beauty, and energy of exprcf^ 
fion. Y^t if we examine accurately his em- 
bcUifhed arguments, nothing appears but 
fplendid colourings, arfully cx)ntrived to var-* 
oifli over the deformities of error. 

In this anfwcr to Thelyphthora, though 
internal evidence has not been wholly ne-^ 
glcded, yet more attention has been paid to 
external ; becaufe the former has been already 
much attended to by fome learned gentle- 
men. In the remarks, which this book con- 
tains on certain paflagcs — ^which paflages 
confifted only of bold affertions, without 
toy proof, or notice of former replies to the 
fame principles, it has been thought necef- 
fary only to oppofe pofitive affertions with 
fome references to authors, if of material 
confequcnce in the controverfy, where the 

fub. 
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Aibjed might be found difcuiTed at large, 
Aod *? tp general aflertions, thejr deferve no 
more thapi general anfwcrs, and they have 
beea treated in this manner, except whea 
the Qccafion particularly demanded to de-K 

fcend to particulars, — Indeed without de- 
fcending to particulars, there is no probabi^ 

lity pf convincing an inquifitive reader 

The writer of the following pages has 
been careful to obviate every fuggeflion 
againfl the evidence of traditional teftimony, 
by which the doftrines of Christ are con-» 
veyed to fucceeding ages* And, he flatters 
himfelf, that a fatisfadory vindication of the 
primitive Fathers, will be met with in this 
treatife— a vindication from the cenfures of a 
certain writer, equally untrue as ungenerous. 
Being a man of no ceremony.^ he has involved 
them all in the general accufation of lying, 
upon many occafions. — But who does not 
fee the falfity and defign of fuch charges ? 

A lie 
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A lye is to fbte fomething as matter of fa£t» 
tvhich is not fuch» with an intention to die- 
ccive.— Where is there, in the writings of 
theantient Fathers, any thing of this defcrip- 
tion ? — ^Where do they mifreprefent fads— 
where do they fhew the leaft inclination to 
deceive ? Though thofe excellent men have 
moft faithfully bore their teftimony to the 
truth, yet they have been treated, as might 
be expedted from a determined oppofer of 
our ecclefiaflical cftablifhment, with the 
greateft fcurrility. From what is £aid in 
anfwer, relative to the firft Saints of Chrif- 
tianity, if it does not make the author of 
Thelyphthora blufh, it may probably make 
men of more modejly blufh for him. 

It is moft aftonifhing to conceive how 
the author under confideration, could have 
the affurance to quote PufFendorf, Grotius, 
and other writers of authority, who are all 
declared monogamtfis^ and. oppojirs of all his 

leading 
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leading pofitions. — In reality his quotations 

in general arc extremely partial — they arc fo 

detached that they quite mifreprefent the 
meaning and intention of the author^ in al- 

moft every important point. 

But quitting Thelyphthorafora moment^ 
to confider the fate of this anfwer to it. — It 
may be objedcd that this book only pppofes 
an expiring caufe. — This is not an objec- 
tion of weight, becaufc other replies have 
been partial — this treats the fubjed: more at 
large ; and befides, as it is not written fo 
much from a defire of engaging in contro- 
verfy, as to convey general information, on 
the matters about which it treats, it is to be 
hoped that it will always be a work of utility, 
and that the latenefs of its appearance will be, 
no objection to the reading of it. Many de- 
cline reading controverfial books, merely 
from an idea that the fubjed is trite; but 
there may be no impropriety in reminding 

them 
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Theprej udiccs though tlefsly contracted there^ 
by, may not eaiily be done away. — That it 
will be acceptable to the licentious needs no 
proof; but as it is artfully difguifed in the 
fbber drefs of Religion, it is much to be 
feared that it may debauch the principles of 
better men, and, of courfe, their morals ; 
and in its coniequences be dangerous to 
chriftian purity in general, as well as domef- 
tic peace.— Moft certainly it is the duty, and 
it is hoped will be the endeavour of every 
good citizen to oppoie thoie pernicious ef- 
fe6ts, which if oppofed effe<3xially, the me- 
mories of men of fuch honfefty and benevo- 
lence, will be revered by grateful genera^ 
tions yet unborn* 
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P A R t the FIRST. 



Of THELYPHTHORA afid its SCHEME. 



C tt A P» I. 

General Reflections. 

1D0 aver, upon my honour, that I have 
not the leaft pcrfonal diflike for the Rev* 
Martin Madan ; on the contrary, I have 
the higheft refpeft for him as a man of learn- 
ing and ability : but notwithftanding I do, 
and moll fincerely too> difclaim all enmity 
towards the writer; yet, the goodwill that I 
have for mankind in general, productive of 
a defire to promote their happinefs, and that 
Qf the f^mik part in particular, naturally 

B leads 
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leads me to cenfure his writings entitled 

* 

Thelyphthora. I do not fay that this 
publication has fprung from the dregs of" 
libertine principles, which Law arid Divinity 
united cannot remove, or indeed from any 
tad motive ; its declared defign is of a con- 
trary complexion, and I do not call in quef- 
tion, but readily fubfcribe to, its fincerity- 
I fuppofe that Madan, as well as many other 
good men, lamenting the profligacy of the 
times, and efpecially that fhameful proftitu- 
tion, which obtains fo much among the 
abandoned part of the female world, turned 
his thoughts to a mode for its preven- 
tion ; but unfortunately in purfuit of this 
benevolent fcheme, he fixed upon a very 
wrong expedient, big with mifchiefs the moft 
fatal to fociety, and eventually produftive of 
as great evils as it was intended to remedy^ 
That this has not yet been acknowledged by 
a difcerning man, may be attributed to the 
imperioufnefs of temper, and the predomi-- 
nancy of human pride. But let us with can-* 
dour examine the work itfelf. Before I pro- 
ceed, I will fay of it in general, that it h 
^udaifm modernized^ and a fecond edition of 

Polygamia 
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Polygamia Triumphatrix * with large addi- 
tions and emendations. In rtiy Remarks 
Upon it, as well as in the fubfequent thoughts, 
I ftiall not ** blufh to reafon upon principles, 
** which are grown unfaihionable among 
*' men," whofe narrow views, in a public 
capacity^ extend only to the purpofe of feed- 
ing their vanity and their avarice, without 
paying any attention to thofe duties they owe 
to God and Man^ I fhall alfo acquaint my 
readers^ that, regardlefs of the Critic's 
rage, or the Libertine's fneer, as well as 
equally uninfluenced by, or aVerfe to, human 
fyftems?, I fliall proceed with that confidence 
which the itytse of truth infpires : and I more 
readily engage in this bufinefs, becaufe I muft 
ufe fuch arguments as cannot be very remote 
from that Holy Profeflion, and thofe ftudies, 
which I am in a particular manner obliged 
to dedicate myfelf tOi 

* FubUihed at London by a Native o/ Saxony. 
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G H A P. II. 

Remarks on the Introduction and • 

- PrEFACES4 

WHEN there are faults in any inftitu- 
tion, human or divine, they can only 
be removed, I admit, by reverting to firft 
principles : but it is common with vvreak and 
defigning men, who fee thofe faults, or ima- 
gine they fee them, (for they are fometimes in- 
vented, when they cannot be found) to point 
out their Prevention and Remedy by a ^-. 
n)ourite fcheme, the objefl: of which is often 
far from being commendable. Hence many 
abfurd Hypothefes are induftrioufly propa- 
gated and laborioully defended. If thefe were 
acknowledged to be, what they really are^ 
the offspring of fancy a.nd imagination, they 
would have more claim to our pardon, and 
be Icfs injurious to the uninformed part of 
mankind ; but to father them on the Holy 
Scriptures is really unpardonable, and (hock- 
ing to refledtion. The author before us, at 
his firft fetting out, gravely and modeftly tells 

us 
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us that his treatife is '^ on the authority 
** of the Holy f Scriptures." Such affertions 
fhould be proved before advanced, and till 
this is done confiftently, fully, and fatisfac- 
torily, they deferve no credit. Many have 
abufed the Gofpel-difpenfation to fandlify 
vile fch ernes y and the learned, as well as the. 
unlearned, have fometimes w^refted the Scrip- 
tures to their own fanciful ideas : whether 
or not this is applicable in the preffent cafe, 
is an enquiry of fome importance, and; will 
meet in thefe Remarks full difcufiion,. 

I 

I AM glad to find in the author'? preface ta 
his fecond edition of Thelyphthora, which 
edition is the objedt of my animadverfions, 
that he is fenfible of the abufe of § partiajt 
quotations^ and that the confequence is mif^ 
reprefentation. He fays he is a Freethinker, 
and I believe him, according to the common 
acceptation of the word ; and from his con- 
tempt of rational cuftoms, human fyftems, 
councils, writings of the Primitive Fathers, 
Chriftians, &c. I fhould not wonder at hia 
4ifclaiming all authority but his own., 

\ Prcf. p. 5. § Page 20, 
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It is affcrtcd that the evils, which Thc-^ 
lyphthora is defigned to prevent and remedyj,, 
** arife from the negledt and contempt of the 
** divine lp.w, and the fubftitution of human 
** laws in its J ftead.'**" When marriage,, ac- 
cording to its fcriptural defcription, ceafes, 
to have the fandtion of human laws, and 
when adultery and fornication do not call 
flown the refentment of pourts; then, but 
not til] then,^ this obfervation will be literally 
true. But at prefent this is not the cafe, as 
will appear hereafter ; therefore in direft op- 
polition to Madan,, I affert that the ** law» 
^^ pf Heaven" are the foundation of our 
municipal laws. When I contemplate this 
idea^ I cani;iot bu^t be fliocked at heaifing 
them called *' a fyftem of bafenefs and bar- 
barity/** This is an unbecoming warmth, 
and deferyes cenfure^ Probably they may 
want a Revifion and Amendment; but I 
am' confident, that neither Holy Scripture, 
nor Reafon, nor Neceffity, warrant fuch an 
alteration of our national fyftem of laws, ai 
is here rec^ommended. 

t Page 7, Introd. 

I AM* 
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I AM by no means wedded to any fyftem, 
as I have already declared, any further than 
it is fcriptural and rational j and though 
hum^n Legiflators fhoijld 4ei;efmine other- 
wife, it is my firm refolve to retain thofe 
^oral injiitutes of divine w^fdom that refpedt 
marriage in particular, and are evidently calt 
fulated to promote conjugaJ bafpinefs. Anc| 
I cannot but; admit that the moral law, de-, 
livered by Mofes to the Ifraelites, fo far as ^ 
has for il;s obje<ft the good of focietyj^ an4 
is not merely locals is unchangeable as its 
Author ; and therefore ftill in force : but 
the Jewifh niorality is not all of that dcfcrip- 
tion, as muft be evident to every perfon 
pf difcernment, and in particular with re- 
fpedt to Matrimony; therefore argu.ment& 
^rawn fro^i thence do not ^^itry^ much at;-* 
mention. 

I HAVE only to. add in this chapter, what; 

I have omitted in courfe, that Madan^s afcrib- 

... . ■ <t ... 

ing the rapid fale of his book to its own. 
merit, and ibpppfing ^* that it hath ma4e itS; 
<* way by dint of that intrinfic truth that 
^* it contains > the importance of the fub- 
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'^ je&$ treated; the important ends pro^ 
*' pofed ; and the conformity to the oracles 
** of God which it profeffcdly makes the 
** bafis of its contents ;" difcoyer at once 
his weaknefs and his vanity. But thefe ap- 
pear iUll more ftriking, and I may add more 
difgufting, in his afluming the awful confe- 
quence of a meflenger from Heaven^ and 
afieding to draw a parallel between the cha- 
racters of the firft Reformers, and his own^ 
the oppofition to each, and their obje^s. 
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CHAP. in. 

Pbservatiqns on Chap. L about Mar^ 
R|AG£i as a Divine Institution. 

THAT Marriage is a pivine Inftitution, 
is not controverted; but it is not 
likely to be eafily fettled about the mode, 
or in other words, in what it conlifts. Ma- 
dan fays that the very effencc of marriage 
^* limply confifts in the union of the man 
^* and woman as one -f* body :" and the 
nature of the union is before defined to 
be mere " perfonal knowledge of each other." 
So the Reverend Abettor of Polygamy makes 
marriage to confift in its folemnization, bond, 
and Aotoriety, barely in carnal knowledge ; 
an idea at which even Libertinifm itfelf red- 
dens ! The author will prove for me what 
i have faid : ** I cannot fuppofe that the 
•' matrimonial fervicey in our church, or any 
f * other, can make the parties more one flefli 
** in the fight of God, fuppofing them to 
** have been united," that is by carnal know^ 
hdge^ ** than the burial fervice can make 

+ Page 21. 
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'* the corpjfe over which it is read more 4ead 
^* than it \^as * b?fore/' We a|:e told that 
the command, ^* be fruitful and multiply," 
was to be carried into execution in *• the? 
^* way of God's own -f- appointment/* There 
is no neceflity to be reminded of this, nor 
does it tend any t|iing to the main (jueftittn* 
But I think it worth notice, th^t though 
there is ^ot oi^ record any ceremonial of 
Adam ar^d. Eve's cpnjugal union, yet we are 
not to conclude that there was none. Pre^ 
yious to the confummation of theii; ma^riage,^ 
God gave Eve to Adam for a wife i this con- 
veys tp me an idea of fomething formaly^ 
J^kmn^ and wtorious^^ If Re only bju;ely 
pfonounced them, hufband and wife,^ the 
neceflity of a fqrmulary is evidently deduci- 
ble; hecaufe it wa& moft certainly before 
perfonal knowledge: b^fidQs,Jnfinite Wifdon^ 
cannot be fuppofed to do any thing in vain, or 
\inworthy our imitation ; therefore we fee 
|;ierc a fufficient apology foi; the folemnity cif ^ 
Qur marriage ferviee, where the prieft repre-^ 
fents the Deity folemnly joining the nian and. 
woman, and without which union, agree-v. 

♦ Page 22, +Page i8. 
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able to the firft pattern of marriage, thejr 
cannot be one flefh in the way of God's owri 
appointment, Suppofing mai^ri^ge, in all its 
conftituent p?irts, tp. take in what is called 
the confunwnation, confifting in perfpnal 
knowledge y yet, at moft, it caA hut, be called 
^ fecondary requiiite. 

As I would not omit any thing very matc-k 
rial either for or againft me, fo here I will 
obferye, that if there is inability, incapacity^ 
or impotency in either party to confummate,. 
the law allows? a divorce; becaufe a great 
national, objeft, population, would be other- 
wife loft fight of, as alfo the primary com- 
mand^ ^^ be fruitful and multiply/' But 
this, though upoji a fuperficial view it may 
feem to favour, by no nieans proves, what 
Madan advances. From a mofl impartial 
confidef at^on of the whole matter, I am led 
to advance this as a luminous truth : *^ In^ 
^' creafe aad multiply" is the law of God 
and Nature y but as God has not revealed a 
form, the mode by which this fliall be car- 
ried into execution, with the greateft advan- 
tage to fociety, is the rational Law of Man, 

founded 
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founded on the jirft example of the marriage 
ordinance. But Madan fuppofes, that if 
** they (the man and the woman) have not 
*' been united/' in his way, ** they are not 
** one flefti in the fight of God fey any vir- 
^* tue in the words of the * fervice :" Yet, 
^ter much learning, wit, and ingenuit3r, 
which he feems anxious to difplay; after 
many pompous quotations to defend a fa- 
vourite Hypothecs, and much dependence 
on hunian authority, which but lately had 
been defpifed ; after a laborious argumen- 
tation, that has left the fubjedl darker than^ 
it was before, bewildered by his own fophiftry, 

he makes moft unlooked for conceffions^ 

► • • ... *• 

which tumble down the whole fabric of hia 
reafoning ; or, in other words, he unfays all 
that he had faid before, *^ Some fervice 
y or ceremony is expedient,"^' fays §Mr, Ma-, 
dan, very juftly, " for many good and laudr 
<* able purpofes v and alfo further obferves,^ 
iS>MX human ordinances ** have excellent ufe/* 
and herein he comprehends that of marriage. 
To which I readily aflent, not onty becaufe 
it falls in with my way of thinking, but 

* Page 23. § Page 41^ 

becaufe 
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bccaufe confonanf to truth. Then, as the 
Divine Law affords no marriage ceremony, 
and as fome ceremony or fervice is expedient, 
as is admitted, for many good purpofes, fuch 
as the public recognition of the mutual en* 
gagements of the parties, tracing genealogies, 
fettling queftions about inheritances, and 
many other laudable ends of fociety and 
religipn, in a fecurity of the duties of 
marriage, and the education of youth ; 
we ought to fubmit to the ordinance of 
man for the Lord's fake, (i Peter, ii. 13.) 
And this humble demeanour is more incum- 
bent ftill upon us, if that ordinance is not 
repugnant to, or inconfiftent with, the law 
of God. Among all civilized nations, an** 
tient and modern, fome rites and ceremonies 
have always been ufed in marriage ; this uni- 
verfality points to the antiquity, and the 
neceflity of them. 

Before I conclude this chapter, I have 
to obferve that marriage is a contract of a 
civil and religious nature, publicly recog- 
nized, between a man and a woman, by 
which they folemnly engage to live together 

m 
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in mutual love and fricndftiip for the happi4 
nefs of each other, and that they may bring 
up their children in the fear of God> to be 
ufeful members of fociety. I may add alfo, 
that marriage is a Divine Inftitution, fof 
the purpofes of mutual afliftance, and mutual 
happinefs, (I repeat thefe again becaufemoft 
neceflary to be known) ; alfo for propagating 
the fpecies, and educating thein in the prin- 
ciples of religion and virtue ; looking for- 
ward to fociety, that when formed, men 
might know the relation they ftand in to 
each other and to Godi Thefe two views 
of marriage may ferve to fhew the fimilarity 
of intention between what, for diftincftion's 
fake, we will call a human ordinance, and 
the Divine appointment* When we con- 
template thefe things, we cannot but be a 
little furprifed iat hearing " the accidental 
** living together of a man and woman, if 
*' they agree upon matters themlelves," pro^ 
nounced *' a valid § marriage ;" the children 
legitimate in confequence of this fortuitous 
connedlioft ; that it comes the neareft " to 
'' the limplicity of the Divine Ipftitution i'* 

§ Page 34. 
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aiid that it is the difgrace of us Chriftians 

that we do not conform * hereto. I have 

* 

only to obferve on this, that it looks more 
like the language of a profefled debauchecji 
than that of a grave Divine : it evidently 
tends, let the defign be what it will, to 
give a fanftion to the faftiionable vice oF 
Keepings For admitting this, a man may 
take into keeping as many miftrefles as he 
pleafes, give way to the moft uncontrouled 
luft, and wanton enjoyment of the fex ; 
all which, we are folemnly told, is agreeable 
to the word of God* Indignant ! every fober 
chriftian ftarts back at pofitions fo anti- 
fcriptural, horrid, and blafphemous ! 

♦ This connection Is direflly oppofite to the dodh-ines 
of the Apojiolical fathers. Ignatius, in an Epiftle infcribed 
to Polycarp, fpeaks of marriage with the greateft refpeft, 
and advifes the intervention of a bifhop— including fome 
pubh'c and religious ordinance, that marriage may* be en- 
gaged in KfltTflt xv^iat-^^accordtng to the Lord-, from principles 
of religion, xow fin x«1a tm^vfAwv — and not from luft ; which 
£hafte maxim muft appear ** horrid Jiuff**, to the author 
of the licentious fyftem of Thelyphthora. 
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On Fornication and Whorjedom* 

BEFORE I proceed to any comment, it 
will not be improper to enquire into 
the fcriptural notion of the two terms. 
Fornication and Whoredom. 

The Scripture notion of a whore is, — a 
common proftitute ; the bafeft of thefe 
were fuch as devoted themfelves, or were 
devoted by their parents, to the fervice of 
thofe heathen filthy deities, as were then 
worfhipped, fuch as Venus, &c, by afts of 
lewdnefs in their temples. Both men and 
women were kept there as perfons confecrated 
to fuch ufes. Againft this practice Lev. xix^ 
29. is diredtly levelled, " Do not proftitute 
'* thy daughter, to caufe her to be a whore/* 
It can hardly be fuppofed that parents would 
be fo unfeeling and abandoned as to caufe a 
daughter to do this, except it had the appear- 
ance of fomething religious; and it was a 

part 
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A^OTHi:& fpccies of wlioredom wa6 when 
an Ifraclitifli woman was debauched by a 
man, whom the law forbad her to marry ; 
and an Ifraelitifli man, \yho had perfonal 
knowledge of a woman, in the fame predica- 
ment, wa« guilty of the fame crime. Then, 
if I sm not wrong informed, the odious 
name of whoredom^ according to its true 
fcri^ufal import, cannot be applied to po- 
lygamous contracts among the Jews ; but, 
notwithftanding, it is a fpecies of adultery, 
as (hall be proved; and a moral offence againfl 
the feventh commandment. 

As to Fornication, its defcription has in 
fome meafure been anticipated ; I mean as 
to the general notion of it ; fo fhall only fay, 
at prefent, that on the part either of a man 
or woman, it is fimilar. As to the general 
notion of it, I look upon that to be wrong ; 
for I think vopwU fhould not be tranflated 
Fornication, but Whoredom ; otherwife the 
difliniflion is deflroyed. Whoredom is 
proflitution for gain, as the word aropwU im- 
ports, and Fornication is the accidental 
crimiiaal connection of the different fexes, 

C 2 without 
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without the formalities of marriage^ and pto^ 
perly comes under the idea of asAfiafo-u. 

After thefe definitions^ and incidental 
remarks, I cannot refrain calling to mind, 
and lamenting, the prevalency of thofe vices 
I have been defcribing : the ihameful profti- 
tution, that prevails at prefent in the aban- 
doned part of the female world, certainly 
calls aloud for fome prevention and remedy. 
It is the profligacy of the times that makes 
this fcandalous pradtice feem trifling. Many 
caufes may be afligned for the prefent great 
number of proflitutes. The national dege- 
neracy is one great mover of their enormities, 
as alfo luxury and indolence, produdlive of 
an infolent contempt of all law, human and 
divine. That a national degeneracy does 
exift in a high degree, and is difcoverable in 
our religion, morality, and politics, in their 
prefent form among us, has been convinc- 
ingly proved in a moft elegant fermon, 
preached before the Houfc of Lords on the 
13th of December, 1776, by a learned 
Prelate.* 

■ ♦ Dft Huid, now BUbop of Worceftcr. 

TU£R£ 
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There is another principal reafon, which 
deferves notice; a fault in education. The 
daughters of tradefmen, and others in ordi- 
nary and narrow circuniftances, are educated 
for the higheft fpheres in life; they are 
trained to formal politenefs and high breed-, 
ing 5 they are taught mufic and drawing, in^ 
ftead of induftry and oeconomy ; high notions 
are inftilled into them, and they dream and 
doat upon equipage, parade, and drefs : and 
though they have nothing to fupport thefc 
gaities, they are determined to have them, 
at all events : fo in purfuit of their favourite 
objed, they prefer a dijhonourable connec- 
tion, where thefe are to be had, to an honour- 
able one, without them ; and therefore chufe 
rather to be Mtftrejfes of hrds^ than Wives 
of mechanics s 

Whether a more fevere law ought to be 
enadted againft the crimes we are fpeaking of, 
which, as experience fhews, are inconvenient 
to civil fociety, and as holy writ affures us, 
of a very malignant nature in regard to a 
future ftate, I leave to the wifdom of Par** 
liacieat to determine. I muil confefs, I have 

C 3 w> 
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no great hopes of amendment, while thofe 
crimes, are left fo much to the " feeble co- 
^* ercion of the ecclefiaftical court.** There 
are, mofl certainly, in the Bible, many pro- 
viiions for female fecurity and prote^Sioni 
and Legiflators ought to adopt at leaft their 
moral intention. £ut in thofe caies^ at-* 
t^ntion ought td be paid to the due regular 
tion of thofe defires, not finful in thcmfelvcs, 
but in their abufe?, which the Creator has 
implanted in us for the grand purpofe^ oif 
carrying into execution his primary command^ 
** be fruitful and multiply/' Too great 
liberty might lead to uncontrouled Hcenr 
tioufneis, and undae reftraint to all the 
enormities recorded in the hi^aory of popijk 
celibacy"^ a fubjed: too indelicate to be par--- 
ticular on. Therefore, it is highly probable 
that very fevere laws, as well as thofe of a 
contrary- defeyip tion, would be aa injury to 

Society : but whether the dfead of fcrture 
puniihment, with the law& vst being, are the 
oaly juljiifiable riftraints from- whoredoijpi 
and fornication, at prtcfentj, I leave undetei:^ 
mined^ 
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In the fecond chapter of Thelyphthora, 
the author fays^ •• I readily confefs that the 
revival of God's^ Mitient law& againft whore- 
ddm, amorigft us^ would be very dreadful, 
md indeed unjuft^ tinlefs the whole con-n 
fiftent fcheme which God has laid down, 
waa all to be revived * together,^" But, Bro- 
ther, what do you mean by this ** whole 
eonfiftent fcheme?" Notwithftanding your 
learned definitions, I tannot with my eyes 
open, call it any thing but: the Code of 
Laws given by Mofes to the Jews ; a code,^ 
fcttittg afidc the divine fan<9rion,. troublefome 
afid imperfedft ; though well enough adapted 
to th^ eircumftanc^ of ^ certain tune and 
plaice. What is the revival of thefe,. but 
the revival of Judaifrft, and in tSt^ to brij>g 
tnttfetveB back from a perfedl law, to thofe 
keggatfy elements which were orily p^epara-^ 
fives: for the int*rodu<aion of that Law, and 
ti^hicll' ^ great apdftle feverely condemns ? 
lafliOBced by fiich an aiitharity,, it will not 
l»e tJt>a4efcd at, if I With-hold 6iy aflent, 
if»iefed I do id^nk that the reviving thofe 
lAtif IV6 kws WQ^ be inconvenmt to So<^ 

' -^ C 4 ciety i 
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xicty ; that their confequences, to many in- 
dividuals, tvould be dreadful, and needlefily 
fevere. Befides, a change of circumftances 
has virtually repealed many of them, to fay 
nothing of a better difpenfation than that of 
Mofcs, The abolition of the Ceremonial 
Law is admitted on both fides, I believe ; 
but there are feveral of the Mofaic laws, 
befides thofe, abolifhed ; becaufe now they 
want their foundation, their reafon, and 
their ufe. 

But exclufive of 'fome wrong ideas, and 
equally wrong conclufions, the Reverend 
Polygamift, in the fecond chapter of his 
book, has n^any learned diftinftions, defi* 
nitions, and accurate remarks ; he has alfo 
given proof of his knowledge of the He- 
brew : but in regard to the words in that 
language, which he has very . learnedly 
brought forward and explained, it may very 
juftly be faid that they do not prove the 
point in queftion ; the.y (hew his abilities, 
and perhaps, he intended no. more ; I am 
fcrifible of them, and the inferiority of 
mine j yet I have ventured to oppofc a fyf- 
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tem deftrudlive, wild, and extravagant, and 
not adequate to the Remedy of the Mifchief 
juftly complained of, 

** Where the peace and well-being of 
** Society are concerned; where diforders of 
the moft malignant kind, have infe(9:ed 
the general mafs, to the deftrudion of mil- 
lions down to this moment, and threaten 
the deftrudlion of millions yet unborn, 
and thofe chiefly from among the defence* 
lefs part of the human fpecies," viz. the 
women ; certainly every man of feeling mufl 
be led to enquire the caufe, and to look for 
a remedy. Whether the caufe proceeds from 
a deficiency of our laws, or the remiflhefs 
of thofe who ought to carry them into exe- 
cution, will beft appear by a difcuffion of 
our laws, fo far as they relate to the matters 
under contemplation, 

- In antient times the Kings • Courts, and 
alfo the Leets, had the fole cognizance of 
Fornication and Adultery, and puniflied them 
by fines, 2 Inft. 488. But now by 23 Ed. I. 
Stat, 4. the Court -chriftian '' (hall have 

<* power 
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«• power to take knowledge of tbefe critnes^^ 
•* notwithftanding the king's prohibitic^; 
and in confequence hereof, by Can. 109, 
whofoever offends in thofe, or any other 
fpecie^ of kwdnefs, ** the churchwardens^ 
•• or queftmen, and fidefmens itt their next 
•• prefentment to their Ordinaries, fliall pre- 
** fent the fanae, that they may be puniflied 
** by the feverity of the laws, according fo 
^^ their deferts ; and fuch notorious o^tn^ 
♦^ ders fhall not be adniitted to the Holy 
•^ CommunicKi till they be reformed.'* — 
Lewdnefs, when groflly fcandalous, is an 
offence againfl the peace of the realm ; fa 
confequently is a temporal, as well as a Spi- 
ritual, offence ; and the Juftices of the Peatcc 
may take cognizance thereof^ fee Godb. 474. 
And Mr. Hawkins fays, '♦ All open lewd-* 
" ncis groflly fcandalous,^ a^ it tendefh tct 
** fubvert religion and morality,, which ar* 
*' the foundation of government, are punifh- 
** able by the temporal j udges hy^ne and im^ 
^* /r$«w;f«^;ff,andalfofuchcorporaIiflfamous 
^ puniihment, as to the Court in difcretioa 
^* flbaU fcem meet, according to the heiaouf^ 
^ liefs of the criiAC," t Hjwk. 7. Not^ 

withflanding 
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withjQ;anding jfornication and adultery are 
punifbable by the eccleiiailical courts whicli> 
by the 23 Ed, I. Stat. 4. feems to have no 
more than a concurrent jurifdidtion with the 
temporal courts in thofe cafes, yet the keep- 
ing a Brothel is itill puniihable at Common 
Law upon IndiSlmenty by fine and imprifon- 
ment; and the reafon aiSgned is, becaufe 
a common nufance," and " the caufe of 
many mifchiefs, not only to the over- 
throw of mens bodies, and wafting of 
their livelihoods, but to the endangering 
their fouls/' 3 Inft. 205. And for this 
offence the wife may be indited, together 
with her hufband, and condemned to the 
pillory with him, i Hawk. 2. By the 
18 Eliz. ch. 3. in the cafe of Baflardy, the 
Juftices of the Peace are direfted to take 
order for the punijhment of the mother and 
reputed father. Alfo, by 7 James, ch. 4. 
every lewd woman, who fhall have a baftard, 
which may be chargeable to the parifh, the 
Juftices of the Peace ihall commit fuch, 
lewd woman to the houfe 6f correSiioHy there 
to he punifhcd> and fet o» work. 

When 
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When the reader attentively confiders 
the laws recited, I will venture to affirm, 
that he will declare their fufficiency to 
prevent the evils complained of in The- 
lyphthora, if duly enforced. However^ it 
would certainly be beft and moft prudent to 
try what thofe laws can do, before any 
alteration is attempted in our national fyf- 
,tem. I leave it to the public to determine 
whether Madan would not have adted more 
the part of a good citizen, by an aifeftionate 
addrefs to the Magiftrates, recommending a 
ftria attention to the particular duties of 
their office, painting in a mafterly manner 
thofe enormities, which they, as conferva- 
tors of the peace, and guardians of the law, 
are vefted with powers to prevent ? And 
whether, if they hereby fhould be roufecf 
to that activity they owe to Governnxent and 
the Laws, the metropolis would not exhibit 
a very different appearance, and the feveral 
ilreets, now the fink of proflitution, become 
the abodes of virtuous inhabitants ? But,, 
inflead of thi§ fober and commendable 
fcheme, we are entertained with the mofl 
illiberal invedtives againft our lawsj they 

arft 
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are rcprefented as not founded on the Divine 
Law, but a ftrange mixture of heterogeneous 
matter ; on thefe points, Madan dwells and 
raves with all the fury and mad enthufiafm 
of a Methodift. This reminds me of the 
furious enthufiafm of the illiterate George 
Fox, who made his appearance in, or about, 
the year of the chriftian asra 1650, the firft 
oppofer of water- bap tifm. He was im^ 
ferious and felf-important : he damned as 
apojiates all ages fmce the Apoftles ; and 
upon the authority of this ignorant me-^ 
chanrc, who could fcarce write a fentence 
of fenfe in his own native tongue, the 
Quakers ftill continue to rejefl: water-bap- 
tifm, becaufe he pronounced it a human 
invention. 

But let us now foberly enquire whether 
or no Madan's charge, of human invention 
being the bafis of our laws, is ill or well 
founded. In order to this, I muft refer 
again to the 21ft Ed. Stat. 4. which law, 
appear^ to «je, in the fpirit of it, to be 
generally declaratory of what had been the 
cuftom of the King's Courts and the Leet, 

with 
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vith (bme amendments $ and giving a €0!|a« 
current jurifdi&ion to the Eccle&aftical 
Courts » By thk fktute, corporal penance 
was made a punifhment for the crimes it re- 
cites, or elfe a feeuniary one, either of which 
a freeman, convicted of fuch things, might 
chttfc : which ftiggefts to me this conclu-- 
Hon, that perfons of fortune might ftill be 

fined ; but whefe a fine could not be levied 
for want of property, then agreeable to the 
Common Law, fome infamous corporal 
punifhment was to be inflidled at the dif- 
cretion of the Court. Novv I aflert, that 
this law is confonant to the Divine Law in 
Exod^ xxii. 16, 17. which enadts, that *' if 
^ a man entice a maid that is not betrothed, 
^* and lie with her, he fhall furely endow 
her to be his wife/' '* If her father utterly 
** refufe to give her, he fhall pay money ac- 
^ cording to the dowry of virgins," that is 
at leafl pay the ufual dower, if he did not 
marry her ; the fifty pieces of filver money, 
ri^ T»/-trj> T?<: Sf^wf, the dowry of wives, as a 
fatisfadlion for her reproach. The Jewifh 
doftoxs agree, that this is the import 
df the words; for they fay that if the 

man. 
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mzn, woixian^ or her father, refufed, and 
as it was in the power of any of thefct 
23 they aflert^ to hinder die marriage, fo to 
fey it would not he hiadered^ is a fallity, then 
the feducey paid this muld to the virgin's 
father. 1 — S?e Patrick'i5 Com. Vol. i. p. 282. 
and alfo Selden'^ Ux. Heb. Lib. i. ch. 16. 
It appears by Exod. xxii. 17. that though 
matters had gone as far ^ defcribed, ver. 16^ 
yet the father could invalidate the contrad: ; 
for here there is a refervatton of the father's 
authority : ** If her father utterly refufe to 
•* give her unto him, he ihaU pay money 
** according to the dowrj of virgins ;" that 
is pay, as I have before defcjribed. This exr 
ception is fufficient to fhew the falfity of 
thofe pofitions defigned to prove that fflar-» 
riage always muft be the recompence of fe- 
dudion under the law of Mofes. Alfb, 
when wc refleft on this refervatton of the 
father s autkority^ it muft neceflarily fuggeft 
to us, contnMy to what Madan advances, 
that tz\img fsffij^on of a woman sperfon could 
joot conftitute the contrast^ or marriage^ 
4df ligation. As to the others having a power 
of refufal, I can truft the Hebrew Dodlors, 

who. 
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who. In this cafe, muft certainly be beft 
acquainted with the truth' of the matter : 
for which reafon I (hall pay very little at- 
tention to Madan*s rafli aflertions, that their 
interpretation is an arbitrary expofition, robs 
^* the text of its plain meaning, and leaves 
^* us to the uncertainty of human imagina- 
** tion/'* According to the fenfe now laid 
before the reader, which is agreeable to the 
beft Commentators, there will eafily be dif^; 
covered traces of this divine law in ours; 
nay, a ftriking likenefs, if not an exadt 
fimilkrity. Here let us take our ftand, and 
we fhake^o the very foundation the Scheme 
of Thelyphthora. 

* But if our laws, when enforced, fhotild 
be found inadequate to the good purpofes 
of preventing female proftitution, and all 
its train of confequent evils — thofe horrid 
appendages which (hocks me to name, I 
fhould recommend a more ftridt conformity 
to the letter of the Mofaic law ; and if fo 
humble an individual had any weight in 
recprnmending any hints for the improve- 

* Vol. L Page 389/ 

ment 



POLYGAMY. 33 

ment of our Eftabliflimciit> I would advife 
t law to the following purport *— to compel 
the fingle man, be his raiik what it will, to 
marry the woman he feduces^ upon pain of 
forfeiture of all his property, and imprifon- 
ment for Ufe ; and the married man, in this 
cafe, to have inflided upon him fome fevere 
Infamous corporal puniihment ; to give fe« 
curity for the maintenance of the woman, 
which maintenance fhould be at leail one- 
third of the income of his . real eftate ; or 
if no real eftate, then one third part 
of the perfonal ; if no perfonal eftate, then 
a greater portion of corporal punifhnient; 
and alfo to give fecurity to marry her if his 
matrimonial engagement (hould ceafe during 
her life. As to the punifhment of the 
woman, I would let that remain as the law 
at prefent direfts 5 but men being defigned 
by God and Nature, for the proteftors of 
the weaker fex, certainly they deferve very 
fevere punifhment when they aft the direS 
contrary parts of feducers and deftroyers. 

In regard to what I have recommended, 
upon a iuppofition of the infufficiency of 

^ our 
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our kwS| titrhich I do not think will be the 
tafe upon a fair trial ; whether it would be 
ft direft confbrfiiity to that Heavenly ^fiem 
which has not omitted provifions for the 
ficurky of the sneaker fex^ is foreign to xay 
purpofe to determine % however^ I will dare 
to pronounce it more conlbnant to that fyf^ 
tern than Polygamy^ more for the good of 
fociety^ and more produdHve of domeftic 
peace ; I alfo think it a better fecurity for 
female chaftity> and better calculated td 
check the licentioufnefs of mankind : but 
whether or lio it is preferable to our prefent 
lawsy is a confideration that I leave for the 
tdetermination of the Lc^flature. 



^ ' i. •»: 
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CHAP. V. 



On A D U L T E R Y. 

« * 

I AGREE with Madan, in pronouncing 
Adultery. '* an offence againft the pofitive 
precepts of * God," and the moji malignant 
kin^d of commerce between the fexes ; and it 
wpuld be wrong to deny that by the Law of 
Mqfes it was punifliable by death. Though \ 
haye the greateft abhorrence of it ; yet fuch 
feverity does not, at prefent, appear to me 
juftifiable : even when I confider all its evil 
tempprjil copfequences, I do not find them 
of weight enough to make me alter my 
opinidn. This is not any impeachment of 
the divine veracity ^ wifdom^ or unchangeable^ 
nefs'y * by no means ! Indeed it would be ab- 
furd to fuppofe, that, a Being infinitely wife^ 

would pay no attention, in the infancy of 

. " * ■ * 

inflitutions and things, to the genius qf a 
people, or }oc^l circumflances. I prefupie 
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the rcafon of that Divine Law, which 
punifhed Adultery with death, has ceafed ; 
and of courfe, under a new and more perfefl: 
difpenfation, its obligation alfo. It appears 
to me, particularly defigned, to prevent the 
corruption and uncertainty of the iffues of 
the feveral diflind: tribes and families, and 
above all, to render certain the defcent and 
genealogy of the Meffiah ; and in order to • 
cfFeS this, fo very material to that more 
rational fyftem God had in view, no law 
could be too fevere. In the year of the 
Chriftian aera, 1650, adultery was made a 
capital offence in this kingdom ; but what 
was the motive ? I have by me a great 
authority which informs me, that " when 
the ruling powers found it for their in^ 
tereji to put on the femblance of a very 
extraordinary ftridnefs and purity of 
morals, not only inceft and wilful adul- 
tery were made capital crimes ; but alfQ 
the repeated 2lGc of keeping a brothel, or 
committing fornication, were, upon a 
fecond convidtion, made felony without 
benefit of * clergy.'* And I have it from 

• Blackftone*s Comment. B. IV. Ch. 4. 
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the fame authority:, that there was at the 
Reftoration an abhorrence of this hypocrify^ 
and tronfequently the aforefaid rigorous \vH 
was not renewed. 

Notwithstanding much depended 
upon the prevention of adultery among the 
Jews,, much more than ever can again ; yet, 
even in contemplation of their law, it was 
not the mofl malignant of crimes \ which 
I attempt, to prove thus : The Jews, in an- 
tient times, had four forts of capital punifh- 
ment, ftoning, burning, beheading, and 
ihangling. I have mentioned them in their 
order of magnitude, according to the Jewifh 
notion ; therefore ftrangling is the eafieft of 
all, at leaft fo accounted. iMow when the 
law only mentioned death as the punifhment, 
by a favourable expofition, it was underftood 
always to mean this laft fort; — Omnis mors 
qua abfoluti irilege ufurpatur^ Jirangulaito 
eji. — R* Solomen. Exod. xxi. i6. Then 
this is the death of an adulterer. Lev. xx. i o. 
Therefore adultery does not appear to be the 
greateft of crimes, even under the difpenfa- 
tion of Mofes. I am confcious, that in 

D 3 after 
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affer times, ^t^n itiany mifreprefenfcftibfts 
bf th^ lav/ ptevaikd through thfc ignorattcft' 
br defign of the then rulers, adultery was 
fometimes punifhed by ftdftihg ; for Which 
reafon I pay no attention to the fuggeftions 
of thofe men, who brought the wottian 
taken in adultery, before our Sayiou'r, *that, 
agreeable to the law of Mofes, ^xj^buldbb 
ftohed. As thkit was hot carried in*t6 fe^ft- 
'cutioh, we may conclude, thktina juA efti- 
rhate of 'things,' ekclufive of the peculiar 
circurriftances of the Jews, it did not de- 
terve that punifhmeAt; but that ihe'Vas 
entirety pardoned, up6fi condition* of iihhin^ 
•rib more in' 'that way. We mUft attribute to 

the Torgiving'temper of the Lor^\ 6'f :£j'ife\ 

• •■■-,. ^ . \ . . . . f 

'. The law in this cafe^ at pftTent'ih tbrce, 
as It ftands in our book's, is, Ifhat the 
injured huifbarid may bring ah zdtiqn for 
damages : indeed, ^ouV code confiderS it bijt 
as a private wrong, (except in fome few iji-. 
ftances refpefting tne royal fajcnily) a wrong 
done to the huiband, and fo gives him da^- 
mages. The Ecclefiaftical Court alfo takes 
cognizance of the crime of adultery, but 

the 
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thepunifhment is only penance, which may 
be commuted for a fum of money. It is 
much to be wiihed, that this fum was a large 
one, that it might operate in the nature of 
a heavy fine, and not appear fo very like a 
Romijh indulgence. 

Whether or no it is expedient to punifh 
adultery with greater feverity than our ftatute 
law diredls, whether that law ought to con- 
fidcr marriage in any other light than a civil 
contra<9:, and whether the holinefs of the 
marriage ftate is properly left to the Ecclefi- 
aftical Court;— are queftions of importance, 
and deferve the attention of ftatefmen. As 
to myfelf, I fhould vote but very little altera- 
tion in our fyftem, except what I have be- 
fore hinted ; to which I humbly beg leave 
to add, that as I conceive adultery to diffolve 
the marriage-obligation to all intents and 
purpofcs, I would recommend a power to be 
vefted in the Ecclefiaftical Court, upon due 
proof in that cafe, of pronouncing a divorce 
a vinculo matrimonii from that time, — not 
ab initio — and alfo leave to the parties to 
marry again. As to the objedtion of its be- 

D 4 ing 
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ing left out of the number of our capital 
funijhments^ and confidered only as a private 
wrong, I look upon that as trifling ; becaufe I 
can fee no impropriety in fuch a proceeding. 
But enough of this : — we will proceed now 
to confider it in another point of view^ 

Mad AN, inceflantly attempting to accom- 
modate Scripture to his own fyftem, fays, 
*' If in reading the Hebrew Bible, wereftrain 
the word ^l — adultery — to the married 
woman only, and to the man who defiles 
*' her, we do not leave the man> who, hav- 
•*' ing one wife, takes another, out of its* 
** reach?'' In anfwer to which, I fay, the idea 
is too confined, irrational, inconfiftent, and 
unfcriptural ; for adultery is ** a trime com- 
*' piitted by married perfons, againft the 
•* faith pledged to each other in marriage, by 
** having carnal commerce with fome other; 
** or even by a perfon not married, who 
** has the fame intercourfe with another 
<* that i§," Chambers'si Dift. Dr. Rees's 
•Edit, Tit. Adultery. This is a true and 
fcriptural definition, as will appear by con- 
fidering fome of the fpecies of adultery .-rr- 

Vol. I. Page 69. 
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Firft double, where both the parties arc 
married, and about which there can be no 
doubt. Secondly, where one only is married; 
becaufe there exifts the natural bafenefs and 
turpitude of the thing, and a violation of 
conjugal faith. Thirdly, where the woman 
only was efpoufed, and not aftually married, 
as a modern would exprefs himfelf : here 
we fee at one view, what conftitutes marriage 
in the fight of God — " plighted faith ^^^ 
a' defeiflion from which, by either party, 
muft, in the reafon and nature of things, 
be adulterous. If Scripture be confidered 
in a liberal and confident way, the violation 
of the marriage-obligation muft be equally 
criminal in the man as the woman, becaufe 
equally a diredt violation of the command 
^—they Jhall be one jlejh\ but if either or 
both of them have criminal converfation 
with another, they ceafe to be fo, become 
adulterers, and their marriage is virtually 
diflblved. The calling the man, who mar« 
ried, has carnal commerce with an unmarried 
woman, only a fornicator ; and the fingle 
man, an adulterer, who is in this predica- 
ment with a married woman, is % diftin<3:ion 

which 
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. It is Tuggcftcd, that the only means of 
getting rid of the crime of adultery, is -to 
puniih it with death. In order to ihew the 
folly of this notion, I only wifh for a 
moment to call the attention of my readers 
to the Hiftory of Ceylon^ Adultery is laid 
to be fo frequent at Ceylon, that there is not 
a woman but what pra&ices it, notwithibnd- 
ing their laws puniih it with death. Bibl. 
Univ. torn* 23. p. 237. Among the an- 
tients it was varioufly puniihed. In moil 
ages and nations, puniihments have been 
infli^ed for the commiiQon of this crime^ 
which ihews, that though they differ in 
the quantity of the punilhment, yet they 
all agree that it really deferves fome ; and 
hence we may conclude from this general 
fuffrage of mankind, that it is an offence 

againft reafon, and inconvenient to fociety. 
Of thefe puniihments,^ fome were capital, 
others cruel, others flight pecuniary mulcts, 
Ibme whipping, others cutting off nofcs,, 
&c. In the great Conmionwealth of Rome 
wc find it vary in different ages : JufU* 
nian mitigated the Julian law in favour of 
the female fex, by changing baniihment into 

whippings 
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wliipplng^ and Shutting up in a convent 
two years> and for life^ if the hufband did 
not take his wife back in that time ; in re- 
gard to the men, he made no alteration that 
I have heard of. But from the wifdom of 
antiquity, little in this cafe is to be coUeded 
worth our attention ; if there was much, it 
would not be ufelefs to recite the different 
pimifhments of the antichts, with their 
caufes and eiFeds. I fhall only beg my 
reader's patience, on the fubjeft of antient 
wifdom, while I fay a few words more about 
that difcerning and virtuous people, the ko- 
mans. Under the Roman laws, the wifeft 
which antiquity boafts, adultery, was a pri-* 
vate injury, and might be avenged as fuch 
by the injured party in various way^: but 
where the hufband made a trade of his wife's 
infamy, or, having feen her ihame with his 
own eyes, patiently fuffered the affront : 
then adultery became a crime of public 
concern; and the Julian Law provided a 
puniflimenit for fuch hufbands as well as for 
their wives. Among fome the women only 
are puniihable for adultery, as the Japanefe ; 
among others only the men, and feverely 

too^ 
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l^po, as in fh^ Mariftn lilq^d?- But the 
wifeftand injift fpjipn«t| pf qpk have drawp 
a lia^ betwesefi tkok, an4 h»vo 4enoniiiiated 
both parties adulterers, and puniihed them 

99 fttch* 

. I CANNOT fijiifli tlu3 chapter^ without 
taking ;iQti(:e of MacJwi's gr^pt cpntpi^pt 
i)f ^cpLefigftical Courts v-tHc calls theitt 
.** ReliqiW of the Pope's tyranny ;" feejn^ 
to rejoice at their feeble power, and hints obr 
iii|\)ely their fton^ftcceiSty. I aik hio^ wha^ 
he -calls thfj concurrent jvriijjjijtipnof Aaron, 
the prig^ of the Lord. withMofes, as alfo 
that of the Pri^fts apdl^evites with theplders 

afterwards ? As. there was in that govern-, 

jnent, whi<;h W9S iiproe4i?tely wnder thi? 

jnf^eftion of ths P^ity, ap ecc)efia(lical ^ 

w^Uas 3 ciyU juripli^o, not for tempgrnr^ 
9X heal purpofes, Jb.vit for Jfee gsod cf /Qcipty j 

Xapi therefore an advocate fpif tlj? exifteijg^ 
of, epclefiaftitgl c^jurts : ---As to the yr^^ 
pf fome new regujatioiij in thp .ijipde of 

t^eir proceedings^, fljaiii, quite, aj^otbuf 

• - 
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CHAP. VI. 



« # 



On C O N C U B I M A G E, 

CONCUBINAGE is a criminal and pro., 
hibited commerce between the two 
iext^^ in thetnoil general acceptation of the 
word^ and nearly fimilar to what modem 
refinement has denominated Keeping. If it 
cannot be properly denominated whoredom^ 
yet moft certainly it is a fpecies of lewdnef^ 
that is antifcriptUral^ and repugnant to the 
fcventh commandment ; which I conceive 
virtually to prohibit all unchaftenefs . This 
idea of its moral intent is moil rational and 
liberal, ind I maj^ add, agreeable to the 
Opinions ^of our beft and mod: learned di« 
?ines« B«t wiien the nian has a wife too, 
I denominate it Adultery, for reafons already 
affigned« Ccncuhmagep in a more reOt^ned 
Ibnib, 19 th^ cohabitation of a man and 
tfpmaa in the tvay of marriage^ witliout its 
ceremonies and Solemnity, — the marriage of 
imtire j Jbtrt l)elow that of pofitive Inftitu- 

tion 
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tion in dignity and civil efFedl. Thisr 
natural connedtion, between one man and 
one woman, as there was a probability of 
real, marriage in the way of God*s ap- 
pointment, and that of civil fociety, had 
fcveral privileges, and Was antiently tole- 
rated ; but was of perpetual obligation. The 
Roman Law denominates this fort licita ca»^ 
fuetudo — an allowed cujlom ; but then it wa$ 
only licita — allowed to Jingle perfons i nor 
did its privilege^ extend to a plurality of 
concubines ; however, their iflue, though 
not legitimate, were capable of donations. 
In this predicament were the concubines of 
the Patriarchs, whom we improperly call 
w^ves ;— thofe that are wrongly denominated 
wives, moft probably were taken with fome 
ceremonies, but not fuch as conftituted real 
marriage i but others without, Martin Bu^ 
cer, one of our Reformers, has fpoken very 
indiftinAly of the Jewifh concubines, in- 
deed contradidorily i^^^Concubina erant le- 
gitime uxores ; — this is a contradiftion in 
terms, and he immediately correfts himielf 
by faying, that they were not real wives; 
Sed hoc a matronis differ eb ant ^ quod Jine dote, 

et 
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(T? Jine folenni JanHyicatione recipiebantur i 
which may be paraphrafed thus, '* They dif- 
fered from real and legal wives in this, that 
they had not the dowry of virgins efpoufed 
or betrothed, and their being taken without 
the faered folemnities of marriage/' Here 
you mark ^fpecijic difference between a wife 
and a concubine among the Jews ; they were 
taken Jine dote^ et Jine Jolenni fanSiificatione, 
which by divine appointment conftituted the 
validity of marriage* This moft probably 
was the iituation of the D'lra^D concubines of 
the gatriarchs. They have been denomi- 
nated wives of the fecond rank : (See Univ. 
Hifti Vol. 3. p. 141.) — but this is only by 
way of diftindtion from concubines of a 
lower order. But to proceed in diftinguifh- 
ing minutely, the difference between a wife 
and a concubine, and the inferiority of the 
latter ; they were humiliore loca-^^in a lower 
Jpbere^ as to the management of domeftic 
matters, and the fucceflion of their fons ^ 
and they were not adjutoria — help- mates y of 
a degree fo fuperior as to enjoy a communion 

* In Enar. ad. Cap. 19. Lib. Jud. 

E of 
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Dames for married perfons, as I have already 
faid, we may be led into errors, and call a 
concubine a wife ; and alfo fuppofe thofe 
wiv€$, who were in a ftate of * vaflalage. 

Upon the whole, it appears that there wa$ 
anaong the Kraelites, a very material difference 
betweei^ wives and concubines, that thofe 
w^miH of each particular man, whom wc 
call wives, were all taken without the ufual 
ceremmiiSy except one, who wa6 the matron^ ot 
real wife, and who was in dignity equal to her 
kuibttKl, miftrefs of the family, enjoyed all 
tbdags in connaon with her hufband, and ia 
whoCb children only was the right of fuc- 
ceifion ta the inheritance and honours of the 
family. 

TH£]t£ was^ an allowed concubinagd 
ajnoag other nations, as I have inftanced of 
the Romans ; ini addition to which, I have 
ta fay^ that the fpeeies, denominated Irdta 
aoxfid^tu^yVfz$on\iy really fo to one man with 
QUC WQHun^ whom the fcverity of the laws 

* The only preventative is the invariaWe ufe of words 
6f Mt fbrf« 
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had rendered incapable of contra<3:ing mar-* 
riagc. 

But the Germanic concubinage, taken 
from the allowed among the Romans, is the 
moft honourable of any. The Princes and 
great Lords, take women under the title of 
half-marriage — morgengabic-'marriage : but 
without Jblemmfy, they are alfo excluded the 
common rights of a wife ; and the iffue are 
baftards as to inheritance, nor can they bear 
the name or arms of the family. The Uni- 
vcrfities of Leipfic and Jena have declared 
againfl the validity of thefe contradls, which, 
if it proves no more, proves their abhor- 
rence of them. As to other connections of 
this kind, where the man has but a tempo- 
rary property in the woman, they are too 
licentious to deferve a moments attention. 
Indeed thofe of a fuperior degree have their 
origin in liccntioufn^fs. The connections 
of Nature for propagating the fpecies, are 
by pairs ; two of a kind were firA formed* 
for this bufinefs, and in general, in the ir- 
rational part of the creation, two only af- 
fociate for this purpofe : but man, difobe- 

dient 
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dient to the voice of nature, and hurried on 
by the violence of too eager a defire for the 
propagation of his kind,~or to fpeak more 
properly, by ungoyerned luft, courts the cm- 
braces of many females. 

I THOUGHT it neceffary, previous to any 

Remarks on Madans Chapter of Polygamy^ 

^ to come to fome determinate meaning of the 

word Concubine ; — to which, except we 

annex a fcriptural and proper idea, we may 

be led into very wrong conclufions. In my 

attempt to mark the fpecific difference be- 

.tween a wife and a concubine, I have been 

totally uninfluenced by the vague defcrip?- 

. tions of dictionary-writers, who annex ideas 

.to words, juft as fancy or imagination dicr 

tate, without any regard to their fcriptural 

or radical import: my helps have been 

from Holy Scripture, and the writings of 
learned men. If I am not wrong in the prcr 
ceding obfervations, there can be no diffi- 
culty in determining what iflue of the different 
kinds of connexions in the way of marriage 
is legitimate, and what riot fo^ — indeed, i| 
would be infulting the underftanding of my 

E 3 readers 
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readers to come to any further explanation ; 
becaufc they are very confcious that the iffut, 
to which inheritances cannot pafs, is not 
ftriftjy legitimate; but yet that of the al- 
lowed concubinage was not fo far in a ftate 
of baftardy, according to its true fcriptural 
notion, as to exclude them the Jewifh con- 
'gregation, and therefore I fuppofc capable 
of donations; and in a certain intermediate 
civil condition between legitimacy to all in- 
tents and purpofes, and the loweft degree of 
baftardy : for in regard to the term •i|Dfi — 
JpuriuSy alienus a kgitima familia^ (Deutero- 
nomy xxiii. ^.\ — the Hebrews do not un- 
derftand it of one begotten out of the ftate 
of marriage, but begotten of fuch p c^fons 
as the rigour of their law prohibited them 
to intermarry with, or to have any perfonal 
knowledge of by confent, violence, or any 
other way. See Patrick's Comment • voL I. 
p. 804,* And this fpurious ofi^pring was 
excluded the Ifraelitifli fociety, and all its 
privileges. From all which it appears, that 
there was among the Jews^, as well as other 
nations, different degrees of baftardy, 

^ Ed, 3, which is always referred to in this work, 
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CHAP. VH* 



Remarks on the Chapter of Polygamy. 

ON Polygamy, Madan has faid manj^ 
ingenious things ; but who does not 
fee the futility of his reafoning ? At prefent 
1 fhall content myfelf with fortie curfory 
Remarks, and putting a negative on his 
pofitions ; becaufe I intend hereafter to take 
an extenfive view of the fubjeft. 

Our author is undoubtedly cunning enough 
not to try this important cafe by the LaW 
of Nature and Reafon, inconjunftion with 
the Divine Law ^ not that I think it right 
to give them a preference, but that a con- 
templation of them fhould by no means be 
excluded; becaufe in general they are the 
foundations of the divine law, and therefore 
may be explanatory of the fpirit of it, — I 
fay, he is cunning enough in declining a 
contemplation of the dilates of nature and 
reafon ; for Polygamy is repugnant to both, 
as fhall be proved in a fubfequent part of 

E 4. this 
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this work. But is the word of God abhor- 
rent from them ? The cafe is, that a favourite 
hypothefis cannot have proof from any other 
quarter that is certain and clear ; therefore, 
as has often been the cafe before, the Scrip- 
tures arc to be tortured, mutilated, and ex- 
plained away to meanings they never meant. 

I DECLARE my affent to the pofition that 
^* Polygamy, ftridtly fpeaking, is of J two 
** forts ;" one is when a woman has feveral 
hulbands cohabiting with her at the fame 
time : this is admitted to be ** abhorrent 
**' from nature, reafon, and fcripture." But 
why is it fo ? It is ftri<9:ly opponent to the 
great command, the Rev. Polygamift is fo 
fond of, increafe and multiply ; for it is well 
known that thofe promifcuous amours, on 
the fide of the woman, are deflrudtive of the 
principles of generation. Experience, it 
ftrikes me, has made this fo evident, that it 
needs no proof. Now, in regard to the other 
fpecies, a man being joined, in the way of 
marriage, to feveral women at the fame time, 
that the efFcdts will not, in fome meafure. 

Vol. I. Page 75. N. 
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be the fame^ cannot be denied on any rational 
grounds. But confidered as a moral offence^ 
exclufive of the notion of population, I can- 
pot conceive of them different ideas • As 
the former is given up, I ihall confine my- 
felf of courfe w^hoUy to the latter. 

It is afferted, that the *^ profligate Jew? 
abufed the liberty of divorce, permitted 
by Mofes in certain cafes, to the mofl 
licentious purpofes, fo as to make marriage 
little better than a pretence for gratifying 
their "f lufts/' I fuppofe this was • the 
cafe earlier than the period alluded to, and 
I imagine that the prevalence of Polygamy 
had no other objed: in general than the gra- 
tifying of licentious defires -, therefore the 
fame obfervations may juftly be applied to it ; 
indeed, they are in many refpedts in the fame 
predicament. Mofes permitted them, not 
by choice, but neceflity, arifing from the 
temper and difpofition of his Egyptian co- 
lony. They are both monjirous praSiices^ 
againft which Chrifl's difcourfe, in Matt. xix. 
is evidently levelled 5 — firfl: and principally 

t Vol. I. Page 76. 
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sgainft the abufes of divorce a€ they then 
exifted, and even againft divorce itfclf in 
that latitude, which the law of Mofes ex- 
preflly allowed; — and fecondarily, conftruc- 
tivdy, and intentionally againft Polygamy, 
by an appeal to the puradifaic pattern of 
marriage. Certainly here we may view 
Chrift as opposed to Mofes in the capacity 
of a law-giver. But it is denied that there 
Was any nens) law enafted here, and it is faid 
that it was only ** an explanation of God's 
*^ law from the beginning, revealed firft to 
^' Adam." Admitting this, and alfo that 
God afted confiftently with his li^w as revealed 
to the firft man in his marriage to Eve, it 
will make direftiy againft a plurality of wives. 
Was Adam a Polygamift, or had he any fuch 
fcheme in orders from the Deity ? And as to 
the law from the beginning being recorded 
by Mofes, I afk whether Mofes recorded 
Polygamy as a pofitive divine precept ? If 
he did not, then he did not mifreprefent the 
law from the beginning ; and as this law is 
evidently for the good of fociety and do- 
meftic happinefs, if he did, I cannot fup- 
pofe a change of the aature of things, but 

that 
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that he was for fome wife reasons occommo^ 
dating himfcif to ibmc innxeterate prejudicei^ 
Of other temparary and local circutnjiamces . It 
nmy be faid that there are no pofitivc pre- 
cepts in the Mofdc Law againft Polygamy ; 
fuppofing it fo, there is no deficiency • be- 
caufe the firft marriage is a permanent exam- 
ple, — an everlafting law. After ages yiolated 
it, is certain ; but are the corruptions of lat- 
ter times to have the fanfliion of laws? 
Indeed it is abhorrent from foripturc, reafon, 
and common fenfe, that the old Polygamifts 
fhould be patterns of our imitation : as well 
might Madan propofe the condudl of David, 
an Ijraelitifh king, towards Betfajfheba and 
her hufband, for our example, as his in- 
genuity would be able to explain away the 
reproof of the Prophet, with as grfeat facility 
as he has other matters equally evident. 

Because Abraham, Jacob, David, &c. 
were Polygamifts, and in the eyes of a chrif- 
tian, adulterers, I do not confign them to 
*^ Satan's * kingdom : — But why ?— let a 
jgreat oudiority fpeak for me, ** the times of 

♦ Vol, !• Page 77. 
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/' this ignorance God winked -f- at/'— con- 
nived at, and confequently pardoned errors 
that were the confequence of ignorance. 
.The arguments drawn from hence, have not 
teen confuted, though that has been at- 
tempted- I have alfo to obferve, that the 
extending to all fucceeding generations, not 
the immutable moral law, but the pradices 
under the Mofaic difpeniation, unwarranted 
by that law, as an invariable rule of life, and 
unapplicable appeals to its unchangeablenefs, 
as well as its author, has led this ^Jhrewdm2ia 
into very dangerous, errors. The very fame 
reafons that juftify the Mofaic indulgence 
of Divorce for trivial caufes, will juftify his 
permiffion of ^ Polygamy, notwithftanding 
what is faid againft it. PuiFendorf faith, 
(b, vi* ch. I.) that the Mofaical indulgence 
doth not amount to an approbation, but fig- 
nifies only a bare toleration, or connivance, 
exempting from civil punifhment. And Dr. 
Clarke learnedly fhews that Mofes did it to 
^\ prevent a greater civil mifchief.;" and 
though exempt from civil punijChment, '* it 

+ Afts ch. xvlu Ycr. 30. —This is not inapplicable to 

the Jews. 

* Madan. 
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** was a tranfgreflion of the moral * law :** 
The very fame, for the fame reafons, may be 
faid of Polygamy. That this kind of reafon- 
ing involves in it *V the idea of Jehovah's 
" allowance of fin," is an affertion as abfurd 
as it is impertinent. Thefe were not times 
for perfect inftitutions either civil or reli- 
gious : reafon was not njature, learning had 
made but little progrefs, and minds were 
uncultivated, and not able to difcover the 
real fitnefs and unfitnefs of things, or the 
unchangeable diftindtions of good and evil : 
it was therefore neceffary to entice fuch, to a 
ftate of fociety by eftablifhments, not the 
moft perfedl in the eye of matured reafon, 
but, beft fuited to their circumftances ; and 
thus by gradual improvements, wifely and 
cautioufly to lead them on to perfection in re- 
ligion and morality. That this reafoning is 
well founded, experience teaches, from the 
reception of our laws in the Eaft. That the 
laws of England are preferable to the laws of 
Indoftan, is a truth that is felf-evident :— - 
but yet thofe laws were ill received there ; 
and the reafon is, that they were too preoi- 

* See his Paraphrafe on Matt, xix* 8. 
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pkateiy inti oduced, — ^introduced before pre^ 
judices had been done away by the people 
being gently civilized^ or any advances made 
in learnings or the arts and iciences^ or in-« 
deed in any thing tending to a greater li- 
l^rality of ientiment^ 

I HAVE made both by choice^ and M 
f^cio, the Scriptures my fludy, and I agree 
^us far with the learned author of the Hif*- 
tor ical Library, that Poiygamj is not exprejfy 
alhwed by the haw of Majks : but another 
writer * fays it wa$ expreflly allowed, and 
by God himfdf. Now to this I fubfcribe 
niyfelf diileutient,. becaufe the Bible fpcak» 
no fach language, nor have I fatisfadory 
proof from any other quarter. In fuppor^ 
of the lawfulnefs of a plujrality of wivea, the 
legitimacy of a polygamous offspring is at- 
tempted to be proved,, and Ls much iflrfifted 
* on. Arguments drawn froim the kgitiraacy 
of a polygamous illue„ are founded in error. 
For the Jews, notwithilanding ^ that has 
been llaid to the contrary, had but one reaf^ 
wifey the other women vsrith whom they co- 

* Madan. Th. Vol; I. Page 97. 
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habited, were only in a ftatc of concubinage ; 
they received no gifts, nor prefents, from 
the hufband, as Rebecca did from Ifaac ; nor 
matrimonial writings, as the real wife did j 
nor could their children inherit, but receive 
gifts only. Thus Abraham dealt with the 
fons of his concubines. Gen, xxv. See 
Hofs's View of all Religions. 

In regard to Deut, xxi. 15. I do not with 
the authors of 'f Antient Univerfal Hiftoryj^ 
call it ^* a Law, tacitly implied at leaft, for 
a man to have two wives," nor do I with 
Madaii, raflily call it, *^ a demonftration of 
'* God's allowance of § polygamy/' becaufe 
it may very well be underftood of, and it 
equally applicable to, two fuccejjive wives ^ 
In fupport of this opinion, I have the autho- 
rity of the learned Dean Delany. — See Re- 
flcift. on Pol. p. 56, and alfo that of Dr^. 
Rutherford, a man of profound learningn 
who was honoured with, or rather, di4 
honour to, a Profeflbr's chair in the Uni-* 
vcrfity of Cambridge. In his lefturcs 00 
Grotius de Jure, he fuppofcs the two wives 

t Vol. III. Pajge 141, § Vol. L Page 109. 
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to have been in fucceffion, and that the firfl 
bom was the fon of the firft wife ; the triid 
import of which fupjfofitiort, he fully and 
fatisfaftorily evinces. See Inft. Fat. Law^ 
b. i. c. 15. This conclufive evidence in fa-k 
vour of monogamy J the author of Thelyph-^ 
thora has laboured hard, but without effed, 
to get rid of* I here intentionally omit any 
remarks on feveral paflages, becaufe I fhall 
have occafion hereafter to mention, thofe 

• • • . 

Scriptures, which ate the fuppofed founda* 
tionofthem. 

s 
But fays thfe leai-ned arid ifiowi^g Msidati, 
'* God's law is his will, and his will is J his 
law/' This is fomething lik€ the defcrip- 
tion of a tyrant, and is a very dogmatical 
iriethod- of reafoning :*-*-after which follows 
a great deal, little to the purpofc, and there* 
fore not neeeflary to be attended to,. con- 
cluding with '* Not a word againft Po- 
** lygamy •/' to which I rejoin— not a 
word for it, but in the arbitrary expofi* 
tion of thofe Scriptures commented on, 
merely to accommodate them to his own fyf- 

t Page 127. 
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tern. But. in regard to prophetic reproof, 
which Madan in the above words, refers to, 
that is* evidently levelled againft adultery, 
whoredonoi, all lewdnefs and violation of the 
feventb commandment ^ and cqnfequently P^- 
lygamy itfelf. But he fays that it is not a 
violation of that command, and I as Are*- 
nuoufly contend, that it is a 7noral offence 
againft the feventb commandment^ and the 
original marriage^injiitution. — ^After hearing 
all my arguments, the candid judges of lite- 
rature and truth, I doubt not, will bring the 
controverfy to a fair iflfue, and declare ** with 
" whom truth is, and where, and with 
" whom error is/' 

It is aiked if Exod. ch. xxii.,i6. and 
Deut. ch,. xxii. 29. were not laws, in their 
moral intendment, to ^^ confirm the mar* 
^^ riage-ordinance in the fullnefs of its obli« 
" gation,"* xYaX is Polygamy ? I fay, it is 
afked ** if this be not the -f- cafe, why we 
•• wafte the time of public worfhip in ckufing 

thefe chapters to be read over to the peo- 
* pie ?" This queftion is impertinent, and^ 

• Vol. L Pagq 160. ; t V©1. 1. Page 161. 
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ill its fulleft latitudie dangerous ; for tkc fame 
might be faid of much of the hifVorical part 
of the Bibk# and that vtUpd^ting the Jewifh 
ceremonies^ and the diftin Aiona of clean and 
unclean beafts in particular^ All Scripture 
i6 calculated for ini{:ru£tiofl df one kind or 
otlier^ and there is a neceffity for cCiiriftians to 
retaiaandhcar every par+of theBible^ though 
forac -particular parts may riot imniediately * 
cfmcern them."" If it wast neceflary, I would^ 
enter upon partiettlars^ md difcilfa^ this jnat* 
ter minutely; but as that doe<^ not appear to ^ 
ihe to be the cafe, I am unwilling caufe-^ 
leflly to wand* fo far from n*jp defigm 
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Our Author fays, " with rcfpeft to the 
•^ New Teftament, the fubjeCt-of Polygamy, 
^ fimply GOftfidercd, is not fo much as mcn^ 
" tioned, cither as good or * bad/' JBy tfeft* 
declaratioBk it is evident that ita waameft' 
^yocate can bd»g nothing from thalr^uar-' 
ter in favour of it. But how does he fup- 
ply this fuppefedfilence.of theNewTefta-' 
ment about bis favourite doftrine-? WcJK— 
becaufe it W4s^ ^< ^npty explained and detir-^ * 

-- ** mincdly 
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** ffiiaedly fcttited- im the law- which .w«s 
^^ given by •f' Mofes : "-—which he pfttaxds 
toprove. Bmt "what does this amoanct to» more 
than St loofe afiertkniv that the kw <>£ Mofw 
is^ ftill in fun force without liputatiooj that 
h^ lA th^^ very letter of it, and not in it$ 
illmal intention f But ** (h^: New Tefta* 
^ ment wa&notto introdjaoe a new law coirt 
^* oermng this^ (Polygamy) nor aay thing 
^* elfe% Nothing ii to hcfound there which 
^ >pwis not in the Old Teftament> only as to 
' the nSanner : the matto: is one and X the 
fame/* Thefe may ferve as fpecimens in 
general of thofe ra^ and unguardtd aferttoM 
with which Thclyphthora abounds ; — and 
of the fame diefcription is the following :-— 
*' When our Saviour preached on the mount ^ 
^* he did not make^ or publish, wy new law» 
^ nor did he make the hw more Jpiritual 
^ tlon when publifhed at Mount Sinai.'^ I 
vv4tt heipe j^uft remind Madan^ as weU as my- 
iiea^Sy that itdoed not appear l^iat thofe laws 
of Mo^, on which he (Madan) founds his 
doftriiie of a plurality of wives^ were pub« 
lifiiedat Mount Simd^ anymore th«i the law 

t VoK I. Pag9 |6jk: % VoM. Page izi. 
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»f divorcen-^ law difpenfing with the ixiar* 
riage^^ordinanqe in its fulleft obligation ; bat 
in this, as Wcil as with rcfped: to Polygamy ^ 
Mofes a£ted more the part of z politician than 
^ lawgiver — hy permij^n^ and not by command-- 
ment. And it would be abfurd and blafphe- 
mous to afTert thdt God cannot, . or has wA^ 
difpenfed with his laws ; he may, for weighty 
reafons, is rational to fifppofe; and that 
he has on certain occafions, is indifputable^ 
David's eating the fhew-bread is an undeni>^ 
able inftance; and fcveral others might be 
produced. It is contended that there is no 
inflance of reproof in the Bible, of Poly- 
gamy, as pradtifed by fome eminent men 
among the Jews. An argument of this kind 
I have confidered already; and with refpedt 
to what follows againft Celibacy, being aw 
advocate for marriage, I objed: not. . It is* 
further alledged, that *' the indifcriminate 
*• aixd totarprohibitibri of P.olygiamy, as it 
^' has no warrant from the word of God, 
*^.may alfo be the means of plunging ili^ny 
** into the' mifchiefs of uncommanded .celi- 
^ bacy;"* But this is by no means a A£b. 

-' ... cefiary 
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nceflaiy or natural confequence; indeed I 
cannot perceive any tendency thereto. Madan 
argues for the truth of his fuppofition thus : 
The wife may be of a violent temper^ re- 
fractory, era woman of levity; and, he fays, 
, by thefe means, notwithftanding the innate 
defirc of intimate conne^on with the fex, 
which he has taken fome pains to prov^ 
'^ a hufband may be reduced to the Situation 
** of an unmarried man,'* and in that ftate 
remain— which I confcfs would be very 
extraordinary, becaufe he is debarred thQ 
- remedy which God hath provided, that is 
•Polygamy, *^ by the lies and forgeries of 
^* fathers and -f- councils, &c." This &c. 
I fuppofe may be filled up with the wife 
laws of this country and other monogamous 
flates. I do not wonder at his anger againft 
xht fathers and councils^ becaufe they are con^ 
dujhe againfl him, and overturn his hypo* 
thefis, which is fupported by prejudice, i^j^, 
and a wilful perverfionof the Scriptures^ 

After mentioning an inftance of fooliih 
-foperftition of the Jews in tha days of 

+ Vol. I. P4ge I7«U 
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Mattatkias, he goes on to fay» ^* The modem 
f^ Jews are wifcr^ for they in gw»f sd cein?- 
cixk with the ^Wcmmtnt where their lot 
happeiw to be caft^ as they are polygamous 
«« or monogamous,! according to the laws of 
^ the country they live * in/' This reafoning 
is founded on jerrot^ and fets out with a 
. felfity ; for to my certain knowledge, they 
are as foolifhly fuperftitious^ as fenacious x3f 
their ceremonies, and .as obfervant of their 
laws as ever : fo the only proper coxK:lu&on 
that can be drawn^ is» the modern Jewsixm^ 
ceiyc . that the Uwof Mx^s contains no pofi^ 
tiye precept for or againft Polygamy 3 others- 
wife Aey would not conform as abotc de- 
^rrbtd* In reality tbe modem Jews forbid 
Polygamy among the peoiple^ aa Madan tu2- 
cr^its; butdient fay^ifte» this is ^^ fronttbe 
authority of ibme paflSkgc of (he + Talmud.:" 
That tbs: Talxxnidxfts have erred in i^cmv^ iouLt- 
ter^^aiinothe deniod; hut it would he ridicU^ 
lous toi^a^pofe they had erred in all i iimd khtt 
they have not erred in this, will appear pre- 
fchtlyv 1% \^ s^ly ridiculous to oppdfe a 
dodniiii^ merely beca^fe the Taimudiiils aiJettt 

* V«l • l- ?s®5 » J«. + Pk§e 864. N. 
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td it, or bring proof of it ; — it i6 fomethitig 
like our m&d difTenters, who wifh to rejeA 
every dodtf ine of the Church of Rome, for 
no other reafon, but becaufe it is a dodtrine 
of that church ; or like the i>irtue run mad 
of modern patriots, oppofing every thin^, 
whether good or bad, that comes from the 
miniders of (late, for no other reafon, but 
becaufe it is mintfterial. The argument 
brought from the ** extindlion of families,'' 
is of no weight, becaufe the reafons of 
Deut. XXV. 5. for its prevention among the 
Ifraelites has ceafed, and of courfe its obli- 
gation. Alio, the argument taken from a 
man's having a barren wife, and thereby his 
nobiUtyi titles, honours, and family be-^ 
ing *!• annihilated," forwantof BeingTii- 
dulged in Polygsuny, is directed to humian 
pride, and muft go for nothing. But I mufl 
not omit taking notice of a note here ; in^ 
deed, fuch as I did not expc& from a liberal-' 
minded man : " It is to be feared, that there 
are not a few females, who, like other mono-^ 
foiiftySy take the advantage of the poor huf- 
band's fituation to ufe him as they pleafe y and 

t Page 182. 
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this for pretty much the fame reafon why the 
afs in the fable y infulted and kicked the poor 
old lion — becaufe it is not in their power to 
refent it as they * ought'* Whether this is not 
an unmerited refleftion on the fcx, the mar- 
. ried only can determine. I muft confefs it 
appears to me unpardonably ill'-natured : un- 
doubtedly Madan's fcherae would afford an 
opportunity to retaliate with a vengeance ! 

Our author, as he proceeds, feems to pay 
lefs and lefs regard to truth, and to fpeak 
quite at random, as the following obferva- 
tion will fhew : *^ As for the practice of 
** Polygamy amiong the firft Chriftians, it 
** was probably very frequent -f-." This 
is founded on an Ordonnance of Pope SiU 
vejier^ made about the year 335, 1^ hat every 
Ffieji ft>ould &e the Hujband of one Wife only: 
Which contained neither lefs nor more than 
a prohibition of a fecond wife after the death 
of the firft. 

As to Dr. Hammond's Note, quoted at 
p. 194, on I Tim. iii. 2. " What is the 

* Vol. I. Pa^ ^7S[. t Page 185. 
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** meaning of f*ia? yvw*xa< awj|r— the hufband of 
** one wife, both here, and verfe 12, and 
** Titus, ch. i. 6. and of iw? «»^of yv^i— -the 
wife of one hu{band, ch. v. ver. 9, will 
not eafilybe refolved." I fhould fuppofe 
thefc expreffions, by implication, to prohi- 
bit Polygamy on both the man and woman's 
fide ; and every unprejudiced perfon will view 
this matter in the fam6 light. But though 
Dr. Hammond finds a difficulty in deter- 
mining the precife meaning of thofe fcrip- 
ture p^flages, yet, Madan, admitting his 
own paraphrafe, which I muft declare is 
not to my fatisfaSion, refolves it without 
any difficulty at all ;— ^nd this may eafily be 
accounted for. When a man comes preju- 
diced to the reading of the Holy Scriptures^ 
every chajpter feems to fpeak the language of 
his hypothefis ; of the truth of which the 
following is no mean proof: " When St. 
** Paul fays that a Bifhop or Deacon is to 
** be the bujband of one wife^ it certainly 
^* carries with it a tacit allowance of Poly- 
^* gamy, as to the lawfulnefs of it with re- 
♦* gard to all other men *." This is upon 

♦ VqUL Page 1^7. 
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the authority of Cardinal Cajetan, a violent 
cppofcr of Luther^ who writes thus : P/cr- 
ralitatem uxorum nufquam a Deo prohiberi-, 
adeoque Paulum cum Epifcopum vetet habere 
f lures uxores, reliquis concedere rf*. — ^Without 
making any apology, I will dare to fay that 
this is the moft puerile reafoning that ever 
difgraced a man of fenfe. It is much to be 
lamented ^at men will make the Scriptiires 
chime in with their fanciful ideas, however 
abfurd ; it is from this perverfion of Scrip- 
ture and wilful obftinacy, that Hirejies have 
their beginning- But a certain reverend 
gentleman is fo far from any compunftion of 
;nind on his own account^ that his attention 
when turned that way, is wholly employed 
in endeavours to frighten timorous fouls on 
the other fide of the queftion ; to which pur- 
pofe he infinuates that ** when once the 
** Word of God is left for the inventions 
and traditions of men," they may *• be- 
lieve things which are contrary to Scrip- 
ture to he right and good, and things 
* * agreeable thereto, wrong and abominable ; ' * 
^i^ditis further oblerved> that " this mtay 

t Rainold.de Lib. Apoc. torn. i« prsel. 4» 
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** become the creed of a whole nation^ nay 
** of a wh<^e church including many nation^, 
** fo as to gain the fendion oi puilk Jiatutes, 
** the ffikmn opinkn of Lawyers, the moft 
awful determinations of Courts of Juf^ 
tice J." This may be true when applied 
to particular cafes, and Madan introduces it 
well enough; — but confidering it more in 
Hut li^t of a general caution with rcfpcft 
to fyftems^ I fcannot but fincerely wiih him 
con&ientioufly tq confidcr his device, not 
confonant to Scripture, but merely human • 
lefi^ through the prejudices of men, it ihould 
have that fikmn fanBion mentioned above, 
and ht th^iane <f fockty . That " the con- 
<* damnation of Polygamy h equally a hu- 
" mafi device" as 31ft Henry VIII. I at pre- 
fect content myfelf with barely denying,--^ 
tnd I read with abhorrence that *' thefc 
" things »e equally thfe inventions of men, 
•* of ra(her of Satan transformed into an 
*^ anj^of light." Thi^ tefledion on the 
framers of the kws of monogamous ilates is 
cnc^indid, unbecoming, cuncharitable^ and 
jin^hrifti^j tiid I may add« ill fuited to the 

fober 
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fobcr difcuffion of religious truths. Thei^e 
. is a general want of candour through the 
. whole work ; and if the reader will look 
back to the 1 44th page of * Thelyphthora, 
in the Notes, he will fee how uncandidly 
Mr. Henry, a Commentator on the JBible, is 
treated 5 but it is not here only, for upon 
the whole, we fee very frequently, torrents 
of abufe wantonly lavifhed upon the moil 
refpedable charaders. But let us attend to 
fomething ntiore rational : ••No human au- 
*• thority can decide upon the matter, as 
** this has evidently given its fuflfrages both 
** ways upon the fame queftions -f." I am 
willing, and intend, to contemplate itAe mat^ 
' ter upon the footing of the divine law : but 
yet I think the niain queflion may receive 
great elucidation from the opinions of well 
informed and learned men, as well as from 
the pradtices of the ipoft civilized ftates, 
whofc religious and civil polity is rational, 
confiftent, and profcffcdly fcriptural : not 
but I admit the fole competency of Scripture 
to decide in this and all other tcafes. If 
then the fchemc of Thelyphthora- is ^r/j>- 

* Vol. I. t Vol. L Page 204. 

tura/^ 
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*uraly though not confonant to human fyf- 
|;ems» it ought to be embraced ; but if it is 
^ntifcripjural, . whatever authority it may 
have befidea^ it is only a human device^ and 
ought to be rejected. Becaufe human aa« 
thority cannot decide^ the author of The- 
lyph.thora profefles to lay no ftrefs ** qn the 
decifions of our chief reformers^ Luther, 
Me^ahon, Bucer, Zuinglius, &c/' ia; 
the cafe of Philip the Landgrave of Hefle.. 
The cjueition in this famous cafe was»-— 
V Whether for a man to have two wives at 
** once wis contrary to the divine law.^'--^ 
Their anfwer was, " that it was not." Per- 
haps v'e may draw a liiie of difUndion here, 
even if. their competency of judgment was 
adniitted; they>did not fay that it was a 
part of^ cQ.niift^t with, or agreeable to the 
divine law^ but only that it was not contrary 
to it ; which by no means proves that their 
anfwer was founded upon any poiitive pre- 
cept of the divine law, but only upon its 
fuppoied (ilence on that head ; for it appears 
that no. precept of the Bible occurred td 
them for or againft the poijit in queiUon^ 

' • VoK Ir Page 204. N. ' . 

which 
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which kd them t&doeiit m'^^JSeyJAd* But 
I db not allow th« compeitetf cy ^ thcfa mm 
to decide, not Ibecatkfe of theii Dllicr errors^ 
aad a glaring one of 2(iiiiigliiis ia particQlMi^ 
well known in the learaied wo^, hut be-* 
eaiaCt I am perfoaded their ttifwer has no 
warrant from Bofy fFrif. 1 affi fenfihk qI 
the jidvantage that is iecretly intended, and 
hoped, on the other fide, to operate from 
this huifinefs, notwithftanding the inifife- 
Fence expre^^ abont it. I haive no objection 
ta its having its due weight, imd no- mere; 
wkhthe/itfMrr. 

As to the woes pronounced on thoftf wh<^ 
<a^! jW, tfw?,. and on ^iofe v^ call #t;//, 
g$aJ, they alarm not me :— I' jteljr wifli they 
may be attended to by thoib w4lom they may 
cpncem. 

That the fubftance f>f i Cor. Vli. tras 
occafioned by a letter froi» the Corinthian 
converts is indifputable. But tt ignorance cST 
its^ contents will be produffive of conjec- 
tures. As that letter is not recorded with the 
anfwer, J humbly fuppofe wc are not to ap- 
ply 
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ply that anfwcr to one cafe only, but to take, 
it in as general a fenie as poffible. Madan's 
learned dilTertation on this fubjed; I admire^ 
and many parts of it approves for it is 
highly probable that St. Paul did here re* 
probate the cuftom of the Gentiles in hav-» 
ing a community of women, and lending of 
wives, both of which having received the' 
fandtion of Plato, were probably prevalent 
at Corinth j and it is equally probable, if 
we may judge from the anfwerer, as well as 
the manners and difpofitions of the writers' 
of this letter, that it was defigned stgainlt 
the cuilom of a plurality of wives, which 
jM'evailed much in thofedays, and was at* 
tended with many civil inconveniences and 
private raifchlefs,^ or, perhaps, againft all' 
thefe, which is^ I think, the moft probable 
of all; for certaanly the anfwer is fo Ihaped 
that it diredly militates againft a community 
of women, lending wives, and Polygamy. 
But let us attend more immediately to the- 
anfwer itfelf. At& h rk^ ^ofuioi, ivkk re/ptSt^to^ 
tie Fcrnicatkns er^ Adulteries^ «arO- T»r fi»t;lg yw. 
wtMm ixfw^-^le^ every man retain bis own froper 
^fe: k^u is very eanphatical ;— ^is own/n;^" 

per, 
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fer^ peculiar J appropriated wife. But if 
only lending of wives had been prohibited^ 
without regard to any thing clfc, what fol- 
lows would have had no obje<9: and been un- 
neceflary ; «»* iwtru tw »•©» aii^ftt ixfrw ;— -let every 
woman have her own proper, peculiar, ap-' 
fropriated hujband, to which (he has an ex- 
clufive right.. . In both thcfe expreffions 
there is fuch a mutual appropriation, fuch a 
ftrong idea of exclujtve rigAf^^— for UwrS in the 
firft inftance, being equally expreflive of ex- 
cluiive property as ihop in the kft, neither of, 
them can poflibly be conftrued otherwife. 
The diftindtion that Madan makes between 
UvTH and ihop is f/fy; they both do, or do not 
convey an idea of property: Now, if they 
do here convey an idea of property, it muft. 
be exclujive on both fides, otherwife the force 
of St. Paul's reafoning would be wholly, 
eluded. I contend then, that a plurality of 
wives is here forbidden, and verfe iv. is full 

4 

to the purpofe, which verfe will be the fub- 
jpfl: of future difcuflion : and further, when 
weconfider the charafter, fituation, and office, 
of St. Paul, we cannot think that this in-« 
ipired Appftle^wa^ writing only to fhape^an 

anfwer 
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an anfWer to the qucftion propounded ; for 
then the fubjed of the letter that contained 
it, moft probably, would have been pre- 
ferred, but alfo for the good and inJiruSiion 
oi future ages*, certainly then he intended 
not his inftrudlion to be abftradt and con- 
fined. From all which I conclude, that 
we are to put that conftruftion upon the 
words which they fimply import, and to 
apply thenx to a^ many cafes as they are ap- 
plicable ; . they do import the huft)and*6 ex- 
clafive right to his.iwife, and the wife's 
exclufive right . to her hufband ; therefore 
they imply a prohibition of a plurality on 
either fde. Madaix,- .finding himfelf hard 
preffed here, has recourfe to quibbling about 
words, and varying the, meanings, and pur- 
pofes for which they were fpofcen, juft as 
fuits his defign ; — ^in ihort, this fort of cri- 
ticifin will prove any thing from holy writ, 
that the vain and loofe imaginations of men 
may lead them to advance, , This condud is 
more to be wondered at, fince he condemns 
nvord-^catchingy and fays that it is ** far below 
** the dignity of fair * argument, and deferves 

' ♦ Vol. I.. Page 223. • 

** nothing 
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m 

*^ nothing but cdfttcmpt/' I will here 
only juft obferve, that if Madan was not 
fupported by this contemptiUle fpecies of argu- 
ment, he would be fupported by noihing. 

Dr. WhitbV, a learned Comttiientator, 
and, as a hunikn authority, very great 'tsxA 
deeiiive, unfortunately for Maldtin, has anti-^ 
tipited many of his arguments, and refuted 
them, and particularly his ckAnfmcfnt on^ 
'f|w«fH, with refpcft to tlhfe'hufband, ^i Cor. 
ch. vii. 4. To whiiih he replies, ** Preju* 
" dice and not judgnieiit '^^ted the ♦ com-^ 
** ment ;"~^ ftale obj^aion, ititroduced dn 
all occaiions when he is 'grfttelled, 3^ alio a 
reference to foriic of ^bt Jelrifli pridices. 
This ferves but to cJdnViMCe itte ^the more »f 
theobftinacy of prejtfdiceawd preconceived 
opinion. Thit Madan here is at a 16fs for 
4urganseftt, ^is evident from his agoing to the 
ftoty of % Whittiftgtdn'aiid the chiming of 
the bells : JBut I am nOt fuiprtfed at it ; for 
the evidence hafurally and fieceflarily dedu- 
cililefrorii i^CSor. ch^vii. 4. is'ils Gbiiclufivc 
againft him as Words can be. . HdWever, ih 

• Vol.I.'Pigczji,* t Page 236, 

regard 
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regard to tl^c ftory x>f Whittington, -it is vety 
applicable to the abettoxs of Poly^jtmy ; for 
the advoca^te^ of fanciful dodtrihes, as well 
fis of vulggr errors, accuftomed to a certaiij 
train qf thinking, *^ have but to meet witl^ 
" a text in Scripture which feen?s to echo to 
*-* rtheir /en/e of things, that fenfe will im- 
** mediately chime in with the found, and 
** both togetKer, almoft beyond the power 
*' of cQnyiftion to the contrary, confirm 
** them ftill more ftrongly in tlieir fentl- 

<* nients." jis the fool thinjis^ the bell 

clinks. Eng, Prov. — ^ proverb, in qur opi- 
liion, applicable to all arguments founded on 
{ti^jound znd, arbitrary nieaning of words. 
London Review^ "^77^ ^ P^g^ 7$*^ 

I AM as much a friend to free enquiry 
and liberality of fentimerit, as Madan ; but 
why will he, under pretence of thefe privi- 
leges, *' aft towards the Scriptures as Whit- 
tinjjton did with the bdk ?" 

It is not the introdudtion of ftories that 
can give any fuppprt to an anti-fcriptural 
hypothefisj no, not pven the formidable onq 

G 2 ^ ^ of 
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of Kolben's Rhinoceros; but quibbles^ 
founded upon the found and arbitrary mean- 
ing of words. That a certain author has 
long been qualified for this bufinefs, can 
hardly admit of a doubt, ' that he is at pre- 
fent is evident ; therefore I fhould recom- 
mend the reaflumption of the long robe^ left 
he fhould fucceed in ftamping on the Law 
of God his glorious uncertainty. Indeed 
quibbles, if not deteAed and expofed, might 
have more weight with the uninfluenced part 
of mankind, than we are aware of ; for, moft 
certainly, every herefy would find a fupport 
from this fuppofed conclujive reafoning. But 
as to doftrines of this ftamp, I would as 
foon give my aflent to the Koran of Maho- 
met^ the Zend-avejia of Confucius^ or the 
Sbajier of the Bramins, as to them. 

Let us now examine fome famous pro- 
pofitions, on which the doftrine of Poly- 
gamy is fuppofed to have no fmall fupport. 
*' When I hear of a doftrine as taught in 
*^ the New Teftament, I am certain, if it 
** be true, it muft accord with the Scriptures 
'^ of the Old Teftament. Thither I carry 

it: 
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it: if I find it does not exadly tally with 
what I find there, I am certain it is falfe^ 
and mufl: arife from fonde mifconception ; 
and, of courfe, fome mifinterpretation 
of the pafTage where it is fuppofed to be 
found. I am told that ^n is a tranfgrejjion 
of the law ; when I hear it afferted that 
Polygamy is finful, I confult the law; 
if it be forbidden there, I agree to the 
finfulnefs of it ; if not forbidden there, 
but allowed, I find myfelf reduced to this 
dilemma—either the aflcrter of fuch a pro-< 
pofition, who fays he takes it from the 
New Teftament, is miftaken, which is 
probable, or . the New Teftament muft 
contradidt the law, which is -f* impoflible." 
The writer here fets out on wrong premifes 
and inadmiflible principles : but, though it 
cannot be denied that there is a confiftency 
of defign in all the divine difpenfations — all 
tending to a certain point, and we may view 
the Jaw as gradually unfolding its fpirituality, 
and difburthening itfelf of that foreign and 

heterogeneous matter, which certain /ocal 
and temporary circumilances had made necef- 

■ ,t' Vol. I. Page 239. 
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fary, with advancing ages, till it appeared^ 
tinder the difperifation of Chrift, in its ge- 
nuine luftre and full perfedtion ; yet it can- 
hot be admitted that the Old and New Tcfta- 
ment accord and exaSlly tally in the latitude 
contended for, that is, without limitation or 
exception : for this, if it proved any thihg^ 
would prove too much : — in fhort, it would 
lead to pdfitions abfurd and dangerous. If 
we aflcnt to the preferit advanced dodtrinc, 
nothing in the New Teftament could be 
admitted which was not explicitly cxprcffeci 
in the Old ; — it would be fetting the impcr- 
fe(S difpenfation of Mofcs above the perfect 
one of Chrift, and eventually tending to ftib- 
jugate us, nay, rivet our chains, under the 
oppreflibn of antient Jewifh rites and cere- 
monies. From what has been faid, it might 
be expedled, of courfe, that Jefus Chrift, thii 
adorable Jehovah^ would be deriied to fee d 
Law-giver under the gofpel difperifation-^^ 
this, I fay, ^as but matter of courfe, aftfc^ 
the preceding aflertions, arid after defto- 
minating, the aflcrting that Chrift was a re- 
pealer of the old law fo far as it Was ritual, 
ceremonial, local, and temporary, and the 

giver 
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give? of a new law, that is ia its manner, 
or in othier words, divefted of thofe ingre- 
dients juft mentioned, — " a horrid pofi- 
tion !'* 






Now, as to the jnor^l law of Mofes, (for 
|he ceremonial law has undoubtedly had 
its abolition) it is evident he did not let it 
remain injiatu quoy^-fCiO ! he differently mo- 
dified, refinefl, explained, added to, and al- 
tered it :— Prefaced with the importance of 
I fay unto you,, after mentioning what Mofes 
|iad fa^d, (fee his fpeech on the Mount, 
Matt. ch. V. vi. vii.) which {hewed him to 
be greater than Mofes, and in the capacity 
of a lawgiver ; for he taught itiii^f/iaf %x^% — as 
having authprity, and not as the Scribes, 
who were only interpreters of the law of 
Mofes : had Jle pnly aflumed the humble 
o^ce of an interpreter, what St. Matthew 
fays, ch. vii. v. 29, could not be true. ' I 
am aware that it may be faid, that our Sa- 
viour's office in regard to the law was only 
to correct the abufcs and corruptions of it 
by the Jews of his time : This would be in 
cffcdk to level him with the prophets, and 

Q 4 would 
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would alfo take away that confolation we 
have in the Cro/s of Cbriji. But with refpeft 
to the point in queftion, I only beg leave 
to afk in what light Chrift confidered the law 
of Divorce *, vs^hether as the law of God or 
Mofes ; and whether for a true defcription 
of the marriage-obligation, he appealed to 
the Mofaic or Adamic difpenfation ? When 
I confider all thefe matters, I do not think 
it " a horrid pofition/* that *• Polygamy, 
** though allowed under the difpenfation of 
** Mofes, is yet forbidden by the Jaw of 
*' Chrift." But, fays Mr. Madan, '' Had 
*'* Polygamy been intended to have been 
** condemned under the New Teftament dif- 
*' penfation, I fhould humbly fuppofe that 
** our Lord would have put the matter out 
/^ pf queftion by words too plain to admit 
^* of the leaft difpute *." This is talking 
very deijlically y for he might as well fuppofe 
the neceffity of Chrift's fpeaking, not as he 
did, in parables, but in plain and unequi- 
vocal terms, to the Scribes, Pharifees, an4 
the reft of the people ; and becaufe he did 
not fpeak in direft terms, deny that he 

* Vol. I. Page 243- 
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taught any conJtruBive doStrine contrary to 
what the Scribes themfelves taught. In re- 
gard to the admiffibility of implication and 
conftruiflion, with refpedl to Scripture doc- 
trines in particular, it would be wicked to 
entertain a doubt. If they were not ad- 
miffible, how could what our Saviour faid 
to the Sadducees, be any proof of the refur- 
rcdtion of the dead : — '^ Now that the dead 
** are raifed, evenMofes ftiewed.at thebuih, 
" when he calleth the Lord the God of 
** Abraham, and the God of Ifaac, and the 
** God of Jacob." Luke xx. 37. And as 
appears at verfe 39, the Scribes allowed this 
to be a good proof. I will alfo juft mention 
the dodlrine of our Church, as contained 
(and declared in her fixth Article. *^ Holy 
** Scripture containeth all things neccflary 
" to falvation : fo that whatfoever is not 
** read therein, nor may be proved thereby," 
that is not evidently deducible from it, ** is 
" not to be required of any man that it 
** (hould be believed as an article of the 
" Faith." When we contemplate this ne- 
gative pofitibn, we evidently fee it implying 
a pofitive one to the following purport :— . 

Holy 
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Holy Scripture containeth all things neccf- 
fary tp falvation : £> that whatfoever is read 
therein^ and may be deduced therefroQi> i$ 
required of every man that it fhould be be^ 
)icved as an Article of the Faith» and be 
thought requiiite and nece£&xy to falvatioHf 

As to the Scriptures themfelves, it is im^ 
poffible to fiiy what will, or will not, be 
plain enough to fatisfy the quibbling difpu- 
tants of our times : their plainnefs in gene- 
ral is very great, and that they are not fo in 
every particular, proves nothing but our 
ignorance .r—That we do not know them as 
we ought, arifes from a negle<^ of inform- 
ing ourfclves about cuftoms and their caufes, 
the manners, difpofitions, and chara£i:ers of 
the people immediately written or fpoken to, 
and the chara&er, fituation, and intention 
of the writer or fpeaker. We ihould be well 
informed in thofe particulars before we at-< 
tempt to interpret Holy Writ ; — ^but as no 
Scripture is of private interpretation, we 
flipuld apply it not only to a particular cafe, 
but to as many cafes as the nature of the thing 
and procefs of argument are neceiiarily appli- 
cable^ 

With 
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With refped: ta the argument * in favoutf 
i)f Polygafriyy di*awn from its not appearing 
in the Ne^*' Teftament that John the Baptift 
er our Saviour^ in particular, reproved tho 
Jews to whom they were immediately fent^ 
for this pradice ; that proves nothing at all, 
eiccpt it had firft been fhewn from indifput- 
able authority, that fuch a pnwftice prevailed 
at that time, and particularly among the 
converts themffelves : — But as no fuch proof 
has been ddduced, it is moft probable, that 
the matter of faft is, that no fuch praftiee 
prevailed then ; which muft be the cafe, if 
what Dr. Hurd fays, in his View of all Re- 
ligion^, be true: " Thejewifli antientcuf- 
" tom of a. plurality of wives feeins to have 
" been difufed ever fince their return from 
" the Babylotiilh captivity/- p. 20. 

■ 

As to thofe laws, mentioned by Madan -f* 
rftcbrded in Exod. x^tii. 16. and Deut. xxii. 

w 

48. 29, upon which his fchenie of Polygamy 
depends, they will be confidered hereafter ; 
and if it (hould appear that they are fubordi^ 
nate fco the firft marriage-inftitutioh, and its 

# Vol. L Piges %\ii 246. t Pag« ^SS* 

laws. 
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lawsy which appears to mc at prefent moil 
probable, then they can in no cafe command 
Polygamy, nor make it a duty. But if even 
they fhould be found, in fome cafes, con- 
trary to the primary inftitution of marriage, 
to command Polygamy; yet the command 
concerns not us :— Becaufe Chrift when dif- 
courfing of the marriage-obligation, appeals 
not to thefe laws, but to the law of marri- 
age as eftablifhed in Paradife^ and St. Paul 
does the fame when he defcribes the relative 
duties of hufband and wife ; from whence I 
conclude, as every impartial man ought, that 
whatever is the import of thofe laws, the 
firft pattern of marriage was.defigned for the 
rule of our conduit. If they were laws that 
concerned all mankind, and made •* for the 
preferyation of the female fex from ruin 
and proftitution," they cither did difannul 
the firft law of marriage, or elfe were fub* 
ordinate to it ; that they did not difannul it, 
is evident by the appeals thereto hinted at 
above. When I confider thefe thipgs, the 
faid laws being enafted in indefinite terms, 
ftlters not my fentiments. The Hebrew 
word 8^»K is moft certainly very unlimited 

and 
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and comprehenfive ; it may fignify every one 
of the fpecies, or ovAy fome one; in the cafe 
before us we muft reftrain it to the male 
fex ; now t)f them it may* imply every one^ 
or may have a more confined fignification, 
and only vnczn fome one-, if then we put this 
latter fenfe upon it, which it will bear, the 
laws under contemplation do not command 
Polygamy : and I am the more inclined to 
adopt this fenfe, becaufe it nidkes the fcrip- 
tures confiftent with thcmfclves; to deny 
this, and fay they are not confiftent, is falfc, 
or fome thing that deferves a'feverer appella-* 

* 

tion. It is ftrongly contended on the other 
fide, that the expreflidn is indefinite; this 
muft not be given up by the abettors of Po- 
lygamy, except they mean to give up their 
point at once ; — the reafoh of their obftinacy 
on this point is therefore obvious. To fay 
that the aforefaid expreflion is always inde- 
finite, becaufe fometifnes fo, is equally in- 
confiftent as to maintain that homo always 
implies one of the female fe:t, becaufe a 
great authority,' Virgil * ufes it in that fenfe. 
From all which I conclude, that though 

* ^neid, Lib. i, !• 332, 

there 
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diece ij8 no exception as 4o the fituatiQn of 
fhe :man immediately €;Kpreffed, yet mofl: 
certainiy it is implied, Thei^ is a r^{b:i&ivp 
epithet in the defcriptioa oi the 4amfel— 
pot itetrot^^d r /i^yf^ neceffaiy to afcertain 
ihffct, becaufe it iw^ould ajter :thp mode of pu- 
fijl^meut^ ]^l^c^ is the xea£b|i of the epithet^ 
]bii.t JA -i^gar4 to rthe n^an> 410 diAin<%onp 
9^fe>9CceSary.w^envmadepfi.the ot^er fide^ 
37vith'refpe(3: to punishments hut it WQ\4d 
tc Wrong, to fiy tgenerftily that none wqrp 
ialR^ndcd or impUed. After aU it muil he 

admitted^ that: laws refpedting communities, 
in Several parts^ !^e couched in^general terms, 
jthough afterwards exceptions and limitations 
iire. to beibund ip^them 5 ^nd ryet thofe parts 
that appear geijier^ and'unreftrl^ed, muft be 
admitted to be reftrained. *We pannot, froiji 
detached pafl&ges of law, determine what 
is the law of the land, ^ndthe cafe is tjic 
fame with refped: to the law of God— »-we 
^uft form our judgment iroi?i a cqnfidera- 
tion of the whole. If thep jjiny fingle fcripr 
ture-paffage ihould feem to us contradiftory 
to the reft of the fcripture, it is a plain 
proof that it is either ambiguous, or we do 

not 
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not underftand ity or both $-^thus circum* 
^lanced^ it is moil adviifeabk to confider the 
whole tenor of Scripture, and particularly 
to carry it to other pafleges that are plain and 
declaratory t3f the &ni^ thing, and there 
read itsmeaning ;•»— rfms, by comparing J^^ 
rtttidl things iaiti Jpiritual^ we fhall fofm 
a right )jadgme&t ih all cthings. £iUt die 
contrafry inethod of :picking out p^ECticsfibr 
palfi^es, attd:iaterpreting^.lihem iu>t by Sccip<^ 
tore, but our own prejudices, ^is m^ng the 
word of Grodfpeak my thing. iadi^vity tiing 
which thofcxptejudtces may fuggeft. 

;BuT it wotild be wrong to deny^ ^t.the 
laws 10 >)ueftion, in their Mora/ in fenti^^ 
are f or the l^ood of fociety, and particularly 
for female fecurity ^— -then thi$ moral inten* 
tion muft be of lafting obligation ;— bttt ia 
order to carry it into execution, there is no 
'Oesefiity for introducing into our municipal 
law the very identical verbal precept that is 
jcoatained in the law of Mofes :-*-^it is fuffi-^- 
cient if- there exift a law, to prevent female 
ruin and. proiUtution, confonant to theipi- 
rit^of the jVEoi^c fyflem« 

I THINK 
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' I THINK the pradicc of the modem Jew* 
affords a very* good explanation o^ the famous 
controverted texts of Exod. and Deut. They 
oblige a Jingle man, if he debauches a vir- 
gin, to marry ber ^ but if z married man, 
they oblige him to maintain Ber. If thefe 
|)eople are acquainted with their own laws, 
which we may reaibnably fuppofe to be the 
cafe with refped to marriage ; — then here is 
the moft conclufive evidence againft Poly- 
gamy, and from that quarter too, from 
yrhence it has been attempted to bring proof. 
Then I humbly a£ert, that upon the autho- 
rity of Exod. xxii. i6. and Deut. xxii. 28, 
29. human legiflators, in their fyftems for 
fecuring the obligation- and refponfibility of 
men to women, fhould go n& fal-thdr than 
the recited pra<Jtice of the jews, which ap- 
pears to me to be yZr/^/i/m, 

The Author of Thelyphthora takes notice 
of two fermons (page 262.) preached, and 
afterwards printed, on pafling the f^^rrwjf ?- 
aSi ; but only ufes the fame reafoning- Aat 
has been already anfwered ; — ^he urges the 
general pradlice from certain Scripture paf^ 

fages, 
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lages^ the purpart of which will be fully 
Gon&deredy in oppofition to the aiTertion^ 
that *^ Polygamy was partly indulged, but 
only upon certain typical occafions, and then 
only Jpnong the Patriarchs and fome of the 
Kings." This is ingenious, though inaccu- 
rate, as to the matter of fa£t ; and I cannot but 
obferve, that Madan controverts It ftrange- 
ly, by refting his oppofition chiefly on the 
Judges ^ of Ifrael, who in effeSl were Kings, 
for he only inftances befides, Elkanah the 
Levite. But quitting this controverfy, where 
truth appears to be on neither fide, let us 
come to the cafe of Abimelech and Sarah, 
wluch is looked upon as conclulive * againfl: 
us^ So far from viewing it in that light am 
I, that it does not appear to me to have the 
feafl tendency to prove God's approbation of 
Polygamy : — ^indeed, Madan's conclufions 
from it mufl appear to every impartial man 
fiur-fetched conceits, and they are marked 
with that unfairneis in argumentation, 
which depidts prejudice in the flrongefl co- 
lours. 

t Vol. I. Page 2S3. Ni * Page 165 — a6?* 
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Th£ reafon affigned why tH^c King of 
Crcrar might not take Sarak> is recorded ia 
the iSible :— " She is a mwi's wife/' Gen. 
ch. XX. ver. 3.— -or, as the original niay be 
tranflatcd,-— /«rjrr/if^ to a huflnrnd^, and there- 
fore the imlt/putabfe and unalienable property 
of that hufband, in exclufion of Abimelech^ 
and every body elfe. This holds equally 
ftrong againft Polygamy as Adultery, except 
we fuppofe the wife to hasre left property in, 
her hufband^ than the hujflband Juts, in her > 
which is abfurd, abhorrent from the nature 
and reafon of things, and contradidiory tor 
God's primary command, as al£) to oar 
Saviour and St. Paul's reafoning upon the 
marriage-'Obligation . How then can any mam 
in hi^ fenies think of finding here: any argu/- 
ment in favour of a plurality of wives at 
once ? In reality, if any inference is madd 
at all, it muft be the very reverfe j and witk 
regard to what follows in the hiftoi^ of thia 
tranfaftion, as it relatca to the particular 
fituation of Abimelech with refped to Msf 
knowledge of right or wrongs that will pmvQ 
nothing in favour of Madan. As to the in- 
tegrity of Abimelech*s heart, which the 

Scripture 
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fitnptore bear! witMfsto/ werateftconfidcr 
that a« comparative;' — the cafe fimply was— ^ 
the cof naipt pradl:ices of the heathen world, 
though they had fan&ioned Polygamy; had 
not fo far debafed the human underflanding 
9S to make it appear no fin to take another 
plan's wife ; and Abimelech, in particul»^ 
wai net fo wicked as to do this ; for when 
he was reproved by the Deity, he pleaded 
that he did not know that Sarah was Abra-i^ 
ham's wife, but took Ker for his fifter, agree<^ 
able to what Abraham htmfelf had i&id ;^-« 
h is in regard to th^ particular point fhat th$ 
integrity of his heart is mentioned; — ^but 
to fuppofe it to imply general approbation, 
is a fuppoiitioji' that Scripture does not war^ 
rant : — indeed, the idea is inconfiftent ; for 
h involves in it the-full approbation of \^hat 
had been already condenmed. Aijd in regard 
to' the innocency of his hands, mentioned 
alfo in Scripture, it proves only that he did 
not take' her by force. Then to prcfume to 
efl^ablifh from this cafe the do<3xine of Po^ 
lygsimy, is abfiurd.-^But much flrefs is laid 
on the divine approbation of women and thexfr 
iS\j^ [^ under a polygamous contniA |"*^but 
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ts.no proof has been, orrah be, adduced of 
the approbation of the contrad: itfelf, or the 
iffue, — confidercd as the ifluc of that parti- 
cular contrad, exclufive of other circum- 
ftances, I pay no attention to it. If a wicked 
man had done a very commendable thing, 
and was praifed for it, it would be wrong 
to fuppofe that praife, though unreftridive, 
to imply a general approbation of his con- 
duft ; — this is fo notorious, that it need not 
be infifted on ; and I will only further ob- 
ferve, that to niake general conclufions from 
particular premifes, tend to confound right 
and wrong, and all the diftin<3:ions of things ; 
and is contraiy to the rules of logic j — for 
ex pr^mijfa particulari nihil fsquitur. 

; Among the antient Jews ^^rr^^?«g/} was 
difgraceful, which will account, among a 
religious people, for thefc words of Leah : 
f/ Happy ani I, for the daughters will call 
'* me blefled," and will alfo take off the 
force of many deductions that might other- 
.wife unthinkingly be made from Madan's 
•paradigma, (p. 269 — 273.) ** The conclu- 
?* jion of all which," (paradigm.) he fays, 
;.:• ** appears 



P O L Y GAMY.' loir 



i€ 



appears to be^ that either we do not wor-^ 
fhip the fame God which the Jews did, 
or the God we worfhip doth not difallow 
nor diiapprove Polygamy." To this I 
reply, that as the paradigma contain no evi- 
dent approbations of Polygamy, I cannot 
fee upon what this coiicluiion is grounded. 
To make certain conclufions from doubtful 
premifes, is certainly very wrong, and tends 
to lead men into error ;~but much more fo 
when made without any warrant at all. Td 
which I add, that we worihip the fame God 
as the Jews did, but under a different dif- 
penfation. And in a note (page 273) it is 
aiferted, that /^ to fay that he once did not 
difallow or difapprove it, but that he has 
changed his mind on the fubjcfl:, is one of 
thofe aifertions which are diametrically 
oppofite to the attribute of unchange- 
" ablenefs, fo ftrongly marked out in the 
^' Scripture, and which is, and muft be, of 
•* the very eifence of an all^perfeSi Being.'* 
I beg leave here to obferve, and particularly 
to remind my opponent, thiit his ringing 
fuch a variety of changes on^ and by his bor^ 
rid and monjirous metamorphofes of, the un- 

H 2^ change- 
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changcabknefs of the Deity, he leads him- 
felf, and others, if they will be blindly led 
by him, into many errors : for if we admit 
his dodtrine in. the latitude contended for, it 
would neceiTarily lead us to concludQ that 
the Deity never did make but one revelation 
of his will; fo that this dodrine, if it 
proves any thing, proves too nuich, I am 
fenfible that the Deity is unchangeable j but 
at the &me time I do not forget that he is in^ 
finitely wife i and I fee nothing derogatory ta 
either in the permiilion even pf evils that 
are eventually produftivc of -^r^^^r gQod-, — • 
tcn^porary evilp may be produdtive of fome 
greater temporary goodj arid that they are 
fo in the natural mar Id h evident, and I think 
po lefs fo }n the moral ;-w-then why may not 
God permit, confiftently with his unchange- 
^hlenefs and wifdom, an.itnpeirfedt fyftcm, 
which is deiignedly preparative of a better ? 
it is from "making one divine attribute 
pre4om'inant, that mankiqd are .]ed intd 
the mpft pernicious miftakes :-r«thu& feve-c 
ral men, arguing froni the goodneis of 
the Deity^ excluding his juftice, and every 
Pther attribute, have, been induced to con-. 
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elude againft the eternity of future punifli* 
mtnts. 

Bo T then, faysMadto, iliS " abhclrrent 
from every generous, honour aile, and * hu-*' 
mane princ^le,'^ that the treachery of man 
towards the odier fex, '* which was fo pofi* 
** tively forbidden, and fo amply provided 
^* againft among the Jews, fhould be allowed 
** to Chriftiani." This, was it true, would 
be Very wrong : but I am naturally led to 
afk. Have our lavy's made no provifion a^ 
gainft this ? They have, it has been proved ; 
and I aik whether they are not more rational 
arid fcriptural, and more replete with civil 
advantages,, as Well 48 private bappinefs, thaa 
Polygamy ? 

I A*T*iBttTE the reafons given (at page 
275) for the reprobation of Polygamy by 
Chrifttans, to the ingenious zeal of its abet-*^ 
tor. That it was reprobated in the firft agea 
of Chriftianity, before any of the abfurdities: 
obtained about the uniawfulnefs of marriage 

♦ Vol. I. page «7^t 
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in general, or fecond marriages, is paft a 
doubt, and is no fmall argument againft it. 

The inferiority of women is affigncd as a: 
reafon why they may not be polygamous ; 
(page 278) but this is trifling : — ^let us go on 
to fomething more donfequential. *^ As the 
*^ woman bad the bufinefs of parturition 
^* allotted to her, fhe muft neceffarily be 
'* looked upon as the repolitory of thofe 
** bonds and cements of human fociety, 
** without which it cannot fubfiil 5 fuch as 
*^ family defcents, pedigrees, genealogies, 
'*^ inhcritanceJB, and all communications and 
*^ diftindtions pf relationfhip ^ therefore the 
A* Creator ^id, in his infinite wif^om, fet 
'* bounds to the commerce of the Jexes^ on 
*^ the part of the woman, which could not 
** be paffed under pain of * death." This 
Is really ftrong reafoning againft Polygamy 
■and AdulUry on the Jide of the womanly and 
\ doubt not but the ingenuity and abilitjr 
which produced this, were they unpreju^ 
diced, could bring reafon s equally ftrohg 
on the other fide. I agree alfo with Madan 

* Vol, I. P«gc 280, 
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in declaring that ** Whoredom and Forni- 
" cation are, for the fame reafons^ alfo ini- 
" mical to thofe bonds of human fociety 
'* above -mentioned, introdudory of all 
*^ manner of confuiion and -f- wickednefs :" 
but I difagree with him in the mode of pre- 
vention and remedy ; — ^which of us is in the 
right remains to be determined. Alfo, I 
deny not that there is a hanriony fubfifting 
between the Old and New Teflaments ; and 
I have admitted before, and ftill do, thd 
literal obligation of the moral law — I mean 
the decalogue— ^aiid its immutability^ and 
am as willing as Madan to reft this whole 
matter on the feventh article of our chufch. * 

" The Old Teftament is not contrary to 
'* the New ; for both in the Old and New 
'* Teftament everlafting life is offered to 
/' mankind by Chrift, who is the only me- 
*^ diator between God and man, being both 
** God and man. Wherefore they are not 
** to be heard which feign that the old Fa- 
f^ thers did look only for tranfitory pronufes. 
f* Although the law given from pod by 

t Vol. I. Page iSi. - 
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^' MoTes^ as toisching ceremonies and rites^ 
<' do not bind Chfiftian meh^ nor the civil 
^* precepts tliereof ought 6f neceffity to be 
f^ received in any cotnmon'vrealth : yet not-* 
^* withftanding no Chridian man whatfo- 
*• ever is free from the obedience of the 
^^ commandments which are called Moral/' 

I sut»!»o$£ it is agreed on both fides^ that 
marriage is a divine inftitution^ founded on 
the nature and ttifan of things, and an ob* 
jtSt of the moral law ;— -4is it is ^ objcdl of 
^his law» it is argued on the other fide, that 
'^ the laws concerning marriage cannot be 
** reekoned a mere objed: of thofe rites and 
^* ceremonies which were to vanifh * away." 
But feveral of the Jewifli laws relative to the 
Matrimonial conn6:£ion of the fexes, are in 
pirt, or wholly, of *• tboj^ civil precepts i^ 
which ought not of neceffity to be received 
in any Chriil:ian commonwealth* There-^ 
fore^ upon the teftimony of our Church, 
whidh is declaratory Of the word of God; 
all the laws relative to tnu'iiftge among the 
JeWs ought not to be received by Chriftians ; 

• VoI.L Psge«i3» 
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fea&n is obvioas ; they hid ingredients 
v/hvch imere obje&s only of the Mofaic civil 
polity, ind in tiat form were calculated f^nly 
for ft particular people, under particular cir- 
cmnflances ; and laws of this defcription do 
not bind ^' Cbrifiian metiy' notwith/hading 
they might be very well digefted to fuit the 
fituation of perfons and things in the days 
ef Mofes. 

To infer that Polygamy had a finful idea 
aimexed to it (fee vol. I. ch. iv. page 285.) 
by the lie$ ini^ented through the ignorant 
seal of the firft profefTprs of Chriftianity, and 
jfathers of the Ghurch,-~to involve them all 
in the accu£ition of lying, upon many oc<^ 
cafionsy are fuggeftions that proceed eithep 
from confummate ignorance, or fomething 
w6ri!b« That the fathers in general do not 
deierve any fuch imputation, is evident from 
their writings that ai^e admitted to be ge-< 
nuine :*-^in particular, the apoftolical fathers 
(I mean thofe of the firft century) writ iio« 
thitig upon marriage, but what is ftridUy 
confonant to the New Teftament. Madln^ 

does notfeemto hjiye attended to their writ- 
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ings at all» but to fome ignorant fecond^ 
band teftimony ; in confeqaicncc of whfch 
they are very much mifrcprcfchted. That 
Polygamy had no cxiftencc among the pro- 
feffors of Chriflianity in the firfl century, is 
evident from the apoftolical fathers never 
cenfuring it in Chriftian focicties. In the 
fecond century a fedl arofe that contended for 
the lawfulnefj? of Polygamy, led on by Bafi- 
lides and Carpocrates ; and another fed: foon 
fprung up, in the direcft coiitrkry extrcnie,* 
condemning marriage. itfelf, with the apof- 
tate Tatian at their head; but xiciz Catholic 
fathers condemned both ; — they purfued a 
middle path, Yi// condemning Polygamy, but 
recommending Monogamy ^upon principles 
of piety. 

• ■ 

: I ATTRIBUTE to mifgutded zeal,* and the 
malevolence of prejudkcy the poiition that 
kis ^* horrible blafphemy kgainft the holi- 
ntis and perfection of God's -f- law" to repre- 

fent Chrift [^ as a new law-giver,'*' and the 

, ? ■ . • ... . . 

.• It is probable both thefc fefts had ^Jm^ followers. 
To the latter we owe Monqftk feveridb ^--tO the foroier 
VLzMxC^mui light. 

t*V6l.L PajeiS?. 
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introducer of a more pure and perfe<ft fyf- 
tem of morality, than of the law which was 
given by Mofes ; as alfo the oblique hints that 
thefe new Jpecies of blafphemers are much 
in the fame precUcament with, and in many 
refpe(3:s followers of, the heretic Socinu«, 
and that their liberal fentiments are old dark^ 
nefs, not new light. I may fay here very 
juftly, light comes from Heaven, but furioug 
zeal from hell, 

I WILL juft remark, at the end of thefe 
obfervations and animadverfions on the chap- 
ter of Polygamy, which have extended them- 
felves to a greater length than I at firft in-' 
tended, or was aware of, that Madan's in- 
troduftion of fo many Hebrew words has 
been the caufe why numbers have been led 
4way with an idea, that he has incontro- 
vertibly proved his hypothefis of the lawful- 
nefs of Polygamy — by quotations from the 
Hebrew Bible ; — I wifh to undeceive the 
public in this refpedt, and do aflure my rea- 
ders that Polygamy is only fupported by the 
ingenuity of Madan's reafoning, and the art- 
ful and prejudiced interpretation of certain 
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icripf ufe pa£^8 ;*-*aU kighfy ftnifhed hi 
ftpint of compofition and ^kgance of lan^ 
guage:— error courts chofc gaudy appcar- 
tQce9» to. hide iis native deformity ; but 
tf9,ik ^t^AB aot to mak^ ita^ appearanco 
plain and waoriiamented. To quote He- 
brew to pcopJe tbat do not ufida-ftand it, 
renainds me of a pompous pplpit or^tor^ 
^who flwJI be namelefs) quoting Greek tp 
thoie who never learned it :- — A^ the learned 
St. Jerome fays, in recommendation of cha- 
uty, MSmy at A ^k iin^iit^w Axfi^^^'^ Homcr's 11. 
b« !• 1* !• And the eloquent St. Bafii iii^ 
&vour of neighbourhood^ Ktfmtuii Af^^' K^mg 

K«> ifluxh ^^xf^ f^fUt^ Kat A^ij&f »o»)w. jrieuod' ""^^ 
Rifum t meat is amici ? 

# Opera ct DIqs, I. 25, 26; 
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A Consideration of the Position,— 
** Chrift not the Giver of a new Law."* 

THE unlimited pofitiarj that Chrift is 
not the giver of a new law, is by no 
means confouant to the fentiments of the 
generality (^ Qhrijiians % but diametrically 
cppofite tq ^.^(itbers^ But notwithftand- 
ing thofe authoidties, if it is fcriptural^ wq 
muft admit it ; but if antifcriptural^ it muft 
be reje&edw M^daHj in favour of the re-* 
cited pofition, has with great labour in- 
trenched himfelf fo deep in artful reafoning^ 
that he feems to dare any attack, and in order 
to bring them over tp him, he continually 
attempts to alarm his opponents with the 
danger of falling in with the Antinomians, 
or ibme fuch heretical i^Qi \ and with the 
iame views he talks of Arianifm, Socinia- 
aifni^ Mahonaetanifm, and feveral pthet tfms 

• Vol: L Page 306s 
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having fprang from the oppofition of his 
favourite dpdrine : — as to the illiberal abufe 
of thofe who differ from him, I will call it, 
as it deferves to be called, ungentlemanlike 
conduct. 

i ■ 

I REVERE the Law of Mofes, and[ parti- 
cularly that part of. it called the Ten Com- 
mandments, delivered with the m6ft awful 
folemnity immediately by God to Mofes, 
written upon two tables of ftone, expreflive 
of their duration, and containing the duty of 
mankind to God and to one another. Thefe 
being evidently calculated for the good of 
fociety, are immutable, and ftill really and' 
literally in force; and to fay otherwife is: 
folly and ignorance, or perhaps fomething 
wbrfe : For from the law of the two tables, 
^* till heaven and earth fhall pafs away" one 
jod — the fmalleft Hebrew letter, or x£p«r-^ 
horn — ^(Heb, pp) — ^little projections diftin-^ 
guifhing fimilar letters, ** {hall in no wife 
pafs :" — then if not a letter, or bit of a letter, 
may pafs away from the Ten Commandments 
till time (hall be no more, which omiiSons 
would alter the fenfc, certainly then not 
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words and fentences. But Scripture does 
not warrant us to fay the fame of the ritual 
and judicial parts of the law of Mofes : I 
do not lay any ftrefs on their being delivered, 
or rather communicated, with lefs folemnity 
than what has been mentioned ^ but they 
are different from the others In their nature 
and tendency j— and as they prefigured holy 
and fpiritual things, the law in this point of 
view may be faid to be " holy, juft, and 
*' good,'* (Rom.vii. 12.) 2ind 2\{o Jpirifua/, 
ver. 14. However, if we contemplate the 
law of Mofes, we fliall find a great part of 
it political^ rather than religious, aS the dif- 
tinftion between clean and unclean animals, 
the prevention of intermarriages between the 
jews and Heathens, and feveral other laws 
relating to marriage, with many others • Yet 
fuch a fyftem was not inconfiftent with the 
divine attributes, — becaufe fuited to the ge- 
nius and interefls of the people who were 
the immediate objedts of it. But with re- 
fpe<5l to the laws of marriage in particular, 
thofe in Lev, xviii. having no temporary or 
locdl ingredients^ ought to be retained accord- 
ing to their true literal import by all Chrif- 
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dan ilates ; becaufe thdy are calculated fat 
the prefcrvation of decency, and thofe feve* 
ral duties of relationiliip^ which cannot be 
violated without caufing the greateft difordet 
m families and fociety : — ^for if the fon wa6 
fo marry his mother, to fay nothing of thfr 
indecency of the thing, what would become 
of ^/ia/ obedience and parental authority^ 
which fcripture and reafbri hold yZr^rt/; and 
reafons of a fimilar kind may be given for 
all the prohibitions of marriage tvidiin cer- 
tain degrees of confanguinity and affinity, 
called emphatically the Len)iiical degrees. 
But with regard to others, as they have local 
and temporary ingredients, we ought to adopt 
only their moral intention ; that is, fb far aS 
they concern and promote the good and hapj* 
pinefs of mankind, divefled of all confidefa- ' 
tions about the circumflances of perfoiiS, 
time, or place. 

The imperfedions of f^flems are verj^ 
rarely to be attributed to the authors of them^ 
but to the then flate of mankind : — ^the pre- 
judices of men mufl be attended to, and it 
is the part of wifddm £6 db it till thofe j^e^ 

judices 
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^ttcfiees eeafe ^ and fyftcms that do, fo far 
only as afc ncceflary to bring about ibme 
fUtyite g(}od, can only be called imperfedt 
cdtiipSLtniiPtly : — and wc may apply this to 
the Jewifli fyftem. The Jews refided fo 
kmg in Egypt, diat fhey not only learned, 
btte were p^judiced in favoiir of, many of 
tbeouftoms of that nation, which neceffi* 
tated Mofes, in his political and rdigious 
inflitutkms, to attend to thofe prejudices :— 
Inoce we may tcoount for the law of di« 
vorce for jCriyial caufcs, and a connivance at 
the pra9ice of Folygamy ;-~both contradic- 
tory fe the Deity's primary injlitution of mar^ 
riag^^ In ^ofe matters we muft view Moie^ 
as ading by permiffion^-^-not by command-^ 
meat, and for weighty reafons difpeniing 
with^ die divine law. That Moi(es diil do 
itasp in regard to divorce^ our Sariour him-* 
fidf Ixas witnefled, and declared the neceflity 
for foch a procedure ; but as the Jewi£h go- 
fdtximent was then theocratical^ we are ne* 
c:dffiiriP)r led to this conclu&on, that the Deity 
ttojfy aitti ibmetinies does, for important 
tadsy difpenfe with his laws. Polygamy 
hadaot the ian&iosi of Uw ;--^it was only, 

I 2 as 



Ii6 THOUGHTS ON 

as Jofephus reprefents it, when he calls It* 
^l^,o» — the cujiom of their country .•—to which . 
I will add, and particularly the cuftom of 
thofc Heathen countries, that were guilty of 
the moft flagrant violations of decency and 
the law of nature :— then, as it had no other 
fandtion but practice, we may fuppofe the 
condemnation of it by our Saviour only 
implied, in his reafoning againft divorce, 
(Mat. xix.) in the fame manner as other, 
corrupt praftices — I mean the condemnation: 
of them — ^was left to be colledted from pa- 
rables. That our Saviour did reprove cor- 
rupt praftices, according to the natural im- 
port of the gofpel-hiftory, is evident from, 
the anger of the Jews \ and that he afted 
authoritatively^ and differently from a mere 
interpreter of the law, is evident alfo from 
the Jews demanding his authority for a<9iiig^ 
as he did, and bringing him before the* Sau-: 
hedrini — that council to which the trisJ .of 
prophets and their do<9:rines did of right 
belong. St. Mark's defcription of Chrift, 
as a teacher, of the people, . militates againft 
the idea of his being only an interpreter of 
the law : for he reprefents him teaching in 

the 
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the fynagogue «ri|»<7»»F Jx«* — ^^ having power ^ 
authority, and not as the Scribes >— then, as 
he had a power and authority fuperior to the 
Scribes, the real interpreters of the law, I 
afk what that authority could be lefs than 
that of legiflation ? From all which we 
may conclude, that to fay the laws of Mofes 
were calculated for all perfons, times, and 
places of the world, is a glaring falfity. 

The moral law, except the Ten Com- 
mandments, our Saviour fpiritualized, ex- 
plained, amended, particularized, added to, 
and in part abrogated, — ^as the law of reta- 
liation : — and in this light I call Chrift a 
law-giver — though not a deftroyer of the 
law. But in oppofition to this it is alledged 
that Chrift moft folemnly declared, '^ think 
*' not that I am come to deftroy— xaroxycr*— * 
*' dijfohe the law and the prophets — but to 
^^ fulfir* the intentions and declarations of 
both. This may be true in a certain q^uali*- 
ficd fenfe of the ritual and ceremonial law ; 
becaufe Chrift exhibited the antitype and 
fubftance of which the Jewifh ceremonies 
and rites were types, and were to have their 

I 3 fulfil^ 
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fulfilment m him ; aor could the law aiid 
the prophets ceafe to hav« their force till this 
great end^ and the whole csconcMiiy of re- 
demption^ were difplayed and accompli^bed j 
and hence occurs tmiwmAmyMmt^ importing 
the performance of what was typifie4 and 
foretold. So St, Lulce, ch, xxi, ver. 32.-^ 
^^ this generation ihall not pafs away/' S^ 
if frarrx ytrSiM. Thcn thofe thiugs have ceaied;^ 
at leaft in their original form, and fome en-, 
tirely : — '* The law and thp prophets were 
until John/' Luke xyi* 16. Our Savipmr 
aiTerts^ that the law and the pppp^etfij 4^ftt 
is the mora/ law and the m$ral precepts of the 
prophets J are comprehended in the^^ two 
precepts : '^ Thou ihalt lo¥je the h^xA thy 
^* God with all thy heart/' Mfit. xyu. 37.— f 
and, ^< Thou ihalt love tJiy neighbour as 
^^ thyfelf/' ver. 39, Thefe two gmf jpre- 
c^pts of the law our Saviour benched out 
into a vaft number of fubordinate particolar 
duties, feyeral pf which wete unknow-n i^ 
the Jewiih morality ;-r^uch as niyvi^ffal be^ 
nevolence, and particularly the love of ouf 
enemies, with feveral others that aje new iQ 
their principal matter^ as w<?U ^ ^^ their 

mariner ^ 
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mannef j— for they are new in exam^le^ obli- 
gation> and motive. That I am ^rguin^ 
upon right principles^ appears from St. Paul'^ 
&yingy that he whQ loves jbis neighbour as 
himielf, li^ w^i^^iaf^bath fulfilled the law, 
Rom. xiii, 8.— -and thus the v^hole moral 
law fr>y^fAai^s fulfilledy Gah V, i4*-'^by this 
fifiof rtXiHr'^e ferfeSi the law^ James ii^ 8.-^ 
Hence it may be fafely concluded, that Chrift 
hiving folemnly recited and explained the 
Ten Commandments^^ and keeping them ia 
▼iew, as alfo this principle of morality, in 
his legiHative capacity, fulfilled and perfe6te4 
to all intents and purpofes the law and the 
prophets. But if he was under th? neceffity 
of pa)ring attention to the ritual,.ceremonial^ 
judicial, or any law that was local and tem- 
porary, wliat muft become of the following 
doftrines of Scripture 5 — ^the law was only 
given •* till the promised feed fliouldl 
^* come,*' Gal, iii, 19, *^ The law wa& 
^* our pedagogue/' verfe. 25. AH which 
implies, at leaft^ an abrogation in part y and 
further, " ftand faft therefore in the liberty 
^* wherewith Chrift hj^th ma<3e us free,'' 
GjJ. v. I. Chriftians are ** become dead 
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^' to the law/' Rom, vii. 4. — ^loofed from 
the law leaTtjpyifltj/xiy — difefigaged from its works ^ 
ver* 6. — ^which confirms me in the above 
opinion. Here, reader, fix your foot, and 
you fweep away at a ftroke all the flimfcy 
fophifms of Madan. 

And with refpeft to the love of God, 
Chrift founded it on purer motives, and 
taught a more pure and fpiritual worihip -of 
him than the law of Mofes. Our Saviour 
foretold the diffolution of the temple and 
Jewifh polity, as alfo a future more Jpiritual 
worjhip of God. agreeable to his fpiritual 
nature j — J: iky, he foretold this in his con-- 
verfation with the Samaritan woman, John 
ch, iv, 21, 23, 2:4. Then it appears, from 
(he clear evidence of Scripture, that Chdft 
was a lawgiver, and in fome particular cafes 
did exercife that power ; but as the very con- 
trary . is contended for by Ma4an, he ipuft 
have afferted fomething unfcriptural ; and I 
will beg leave (o remind him of thefe words 
of St, Paul, ufed upon almoft a fimilar oc- 
cafion, ^' A little leaven leayeneth the whole 
^^ iitmp^*' Gal. y, 9, Indee4> in his ze^l 

for 
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for a favourite* doftrine, he ha6- gone too far ;. 
and if his reafoning proved any thing, it 
would prove too much ; — ^he has fet out upon 
wrong premifes, as is evident, and of courfc 
the fubfequerit conclufions are wrong ; hav- 
ing difcovered this, it will be quite unne- 
ceflary to follow him through his whole 
track of laborious reafoning. 

For the fatisfadlion of my readers, I will 
advert to a few human authorities. If I have 
not reprefented this matter right, what 
would become of the following pofition of 
that great and good man Hugo Grotius ?— *• 
Cbrijiianam Religionem pr^ejiare aliis omnibus^ 
Pe Ver. Rel. Chrift. Lib. ii. Seft. lo.— 
that the Chriftian Religion excels all 
others." And this is proved in feveral par- 
ticulars, fome of which it will not be 
impertinent to notice. Having inftanced 
the excellency of the propofed reward, he 
proceeds to fay> Secundum, quo Chriftiana 
Religio, omnes alias, quae aut funt, aut 
fuerunt, aut fingi poflunt, exfuperat, ell 
fumma fandtitas praeceptorum, cum in iis^ 
qua^ ad Pei cultum^ turn, quae ad res caetera^ 

pertinentfi 
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pertinent. Lib. ii. Sed. j^.*--*^ a &cond 
.4^ particular, in which the Chriftian Reli-* 
^^ gion exceeds all others that arc, or have 
^* been, or can be thought of, is the great 
*• fandity of its precepts, both in thofe 
*• things which concern the worfliip of God, 
'♦ and alfo in all other things,"— which is 
proved in the fubfequent fedions to be true 
in its morality, and particularly circa con-^ 
jun£lionem maris et fisemintej (fed. i3-)"~ 
^^ about the conjundtion of male and fe* 
^* male /'—-whereby it is proved alfo, that 
Mmogatny is more confiftent with a law that 
prohibits all uncleannefs and inordinate luft, 
ihan polygamy. Therefore, with rcfpcd to 
4hi8 matter, we may conclude with the 
words of Grotius : Chrifti lex, ut res alias^ 
ita et banc conjugii inter Chriftianos ad per- 
?EC^ioREM redegit normam. De Jure, 
Lib. ii. ch. 5. feft. 2.—'' The law of Ckriji 
Induced this particular matter, (marriage) 
<s well as other things, to a more perfect 

-RULE." 

I WILL beg leave only to quote a fentence 
or two more from that learned man Hugo 

Grotiusj^ 
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Grotius^ where the Jewish morality, and 
that of Chriftiaas, faodioQed by law» aro 
llrikingly coatrafted* ** Apud Hebrasos 
fkgie lex mdixxr (id tft quam inter Paganps) 
ian^tior difcipUog ; &d tamen in populo im-^ 
pptentis irse difHnmlata qusdam, aut etiam 
ipfis conceiia ; at vis in populos ieptem id 
meritos ; qua non contenti, omnes a fe dif-^ 
fidentes crudeU odio funt perfecuti ; cujus 
iigna nunc etiam in ipforum precibus adver^ 
fus Chrifbianos conceptis apparent. At do-- 
lorem fuum talionis judicio exfequi, homi- 
cidam propinqui fui privata manu occidere, 
J^e ipfa pcrmittebatur. Chrifti vero lex 
omniao prohibet injuriam.five verbis, fiv4j 
rebus fadam reponere, ne, quam in aliis 
improbamus malitiam, rurfum probemu* 
imitando : bene fieri vult bonis quidem 
praecipue, fed et malis, ad Dei exemplum/' 
Pe Verit- Chrift. Rel. Lib. ii. Sc&. 12.-? 
** Among the Hebrevirs indeed there was a 
*^ better law, a more holy difcipline ; (than 
^' among the Heathens) but yet in that 
^' people, whofe anger was ungovernable, 
•* fome things were overlooked oralloweds: 
y fuch *8 ihP fOW^ ovejr fevefli nations de- 
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** ferving it ; with which not content, they 
*^ perfecuted all that differed from them 
** with cruel hatred : marks of which even 
** now appear in their prayers uttered againft 
** Chriftians. The law itfelf allowed a 
** man to revenge an injury by the punifh- 
*• ment of retaliation, and that a man-flayer 
**■ might be killed by the private hand of 
*' the next relation. But the law of Chrift 
** wholly prohibits us from repaying an in- 
jury done us, either by words or actions, 
leil by imitating that malice we blame in 
*^ others, we fhould, on the contrary, ap- 
** prove it. It would have us do good, in 
** the firft place, to thofe that are good ; 
*' and then to the bad alfo, according to the 
** example of God/' 

But to proceed with my human teftimo-* 
nies : — ^Eufebius, bifhop of Caefarea, about 
the fourth century, and a man of great learn- 
ing and abilities, fays, in Demon, Evang. 
Lib. i. cap. i. " The law of Mofes was 
** given only to the Jewt/b nation, and that 
** only while it remained in its own country,** 
he mcJans the ritual, ceremonial^ and judicial 
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parts of it, whence he concludes orl^r^v• 

fx/pe wp^«ll^^T/fa»o/Atf arpoo'iJSfle't— — ** thsit OH thls SIC-* 

count there was a neceffity for another 
prophet, and another law." And die 
biihop advances here nothing new, .for.it- 
wa,s faid before by the author of the Epiiiie 
to the Hebrews : ^* The priefthood being, 
changed, there is made of neceffity a change 
lalfo of the law^'* ch. vii, 12.. The reafon 
for difannulling the law appears at ver. 18*. 
^*i» T^ avT^i «^Swi{ xa) uHj<^)ii^^^iecau/e of its weaknejs 
and unprofitabknefs 5 — ^which reminds me of 
the appellation given by St. Paul to that part, 
pf the Jewifh law which I conceive to be 
abolifhed, — r» Toy(fia, w jw^t^m* — elements of the, 
world I — that is, in matter the fame as ob-: 
tained in the Heathen world, but different in 
manner ^ in other words, directed to a better 
objedl and a better end. 

S I N c £ I writ the above, I have looked into 
Dr. Whitby's Commentary on the New 
Teftament, and am not a little pleafed to 
find that I have agreed much in fentinient 
and mode, of argument with that learned 
man, and thereby feel a fuperior degree of 

confidence 



G0&fidence that they stfe fcripfuraJ, a&d c6tl^ 
fequcntly I am aore tenajcious of them. 

Dm. WnitBYy in his Comment on Gal. 
dsk. iii. 19. (vol. IL page 2%i.*) obfenres, 
lliat '^ Maimonides^ in his More-^N^Vochkn^ 
agckiwwtedges, that the CetemoA^ kw Waa^ 
gireafcf the ettirpMiofi of iddsMhy ;''-^^M;(n 
the £nne fide he kiikiices Cedfeiiud^ and the 
idHined Dr. Spencer >^%o vdikh he add^ 
** It is well kiwwfl that ail the antknt Pa-^ 
dieffir we)?^ of tkis opmiony that God gae>t» 
itoe Jews 6Aly the Dtcal&gutff till they h€k$ 
itttde the golden calfy and tha<( afterwards^ 
h* laid thk yoke of ceremonies upoii the^>^ 
to^ fcftfsfin them from idolatry. Thtrs whtfir 
God fit& brought them out ef &^pt> a^ 
commanded them not to defife thettftfelve^ 
with the idols of Egypt, (E^efc. xi. 7.) hef 
is faid to have ^* given them his ftatutes, 
a»d Acwed them his judgments, ts^ifch if 

* Third Editiosu 

f InstaBo^ kas writ a whole clia|»ter fo afeertftinf A^ 
difference between the Decalogue and ihe other precepts 
of the Bil>le. Vide Lib. vr, cap. 3 1. advrerfus Hseres. Ed* 
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a man do, he fhall live in them/' ver. ix^ 
But, £uth he, flill their hearts were after 
Ibeir fathers idols, the Egyptian Ams, &C4 
wherefore I gscre them ftatutes which wete 
not good,^ and judgments whereby they 
. ** flioHld not lire,'' (ver. 24. 25.) that h^ 
the law tf carnal ammandments^ which the 
Apoftle iaith was aboliftied, for the ** weak^ 
** ti^i% and uftf«-o^tablenefsi of it," Heb* 
th. vii, 16, 17. 

Upon an impartial review of the whoi« 
matter, there appears to be fufficient fcrip- 
taral reafons for alfedgirig a partial, though 
not tofal, abolition of the law of Mofe«^ 
and that Chrrft was a lawgiver ;— 4t appcart 
alfo that the law of Mofes ftill iii force ia 
the DecSQcgue, and thofe other ftatutei 
formed immediately upon its principlw^i 
without any foreign mixture, I mean of any 
thing local ot temporary. 

Dit. Clark afferts, that *f the Scripttfre, 
or the known open public books of the New 
Tcftament, are the real and only rule of truth 
among Chriftians,** Intfodu<9:-. Scrip. X>^o^ 

of 
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of the Trinity, page 4. I fhould fuppofe 
this is carried rather too far 5 as a feparatioii 
of the two Tcftaments.^ and the treating 
them as diftinB and independent fyjiems^ muft 
eventually be produdtive of many errors> 
and even big vsrith mifchicf to Chriftianity 
itfelf : — ^theremay be drawn a line between 
him and Madan, on either fide of which 
re<^tude cannot exiil. I might add many 
more authorities, as the lea^'ned in general 
are on this fide ; but I decline it, becaufe it 
appears to me unneceiTary. 
," ■ ■ • 

. From what has |}een faxd, the reader will 
cafily know, how to difpofe. <?f this conclu- 
fion : *^ Chrift was not ^idejirpyeroi the old 
IdWf nor a ^iver of a new one— •th2it there- 
fore the bufinefs of Polygamy, and all other 
points relative to the conmierce of the fcxcs, 
were fully adjufted and fettled by the divine 
law, fubjed to no alteration or change what- 
foever, by any power in earth or heaven. '* 
Here appears the ultimatum of his reafoning— 
every argument is intended to fandtify the 
adulterous pradice of Polygamy. It is for 
this purpofe that the author of Thelyphthora 

has 
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has vigolroufly oppofed himfelf not only to 
the writings of the Father^, and thofe o£ 
our beft divines; but even the Scriptures 
themfelves. The confideration of this con* 
dudt of a man, who pretends to be fpeaking 
the language of Scripture, leads me to an 
obfervation that has been made more than 
once on difFereftt occafions, that ** innova^ 
tdrs and reformers often fet out with a 
great fhew of religion, — begin with the 
Gofpel according to St. Matthew, and 
end in the Gofpel according to Mr, 
*' Hobbes-" 

I CANNOT conclude thefe Remarks with-r 
t)Ut obfervifigj that^ from a view of The- 
lyphthonij it ftrikes mo, the conceffions 
and inconfiftencies 6f it aHe fatal to its 
fcheme* The writer firft objefts againft 
marriages-ceremony, upon which objection 
his fyftem leans ; but prefently fays marriage-* 
ceremony is expedient. He one while raves 
againft Socinianifm, another againft Arianiim, 
at the fame time that he holds and main- 
tayis dodtrines compatible with both. Add 
to this, that in one place he afferts that mar- 

K riage 
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riage is the moft facred of obligations ; but 
in another, that it is nothing but the aca-- 
dental living together of a man and a woman ^ 
with many other contradiftory aiTertions no 
lefs notorious. Amidft fuch a labyrinth of 
contradidlions, little is to be made out be-» 
fides his being a friend to 'Polygamy ; — which 
ipecies of marriage is the chief object of my 
oppofition, as, on the contrary, the defence 
of it is on the other fide. 

Having, I flatter myfelf, divefted thie 
fubjedt of a heap of abfurdities, with which 
fophiftry had enveloped it; I now, after 
having ilrft fettkd fame previous bufincfs, 
proceed to the fccond part of this work~- 
die full "diicuflion of the fionous do&rine of 
Polygamy. Having, I fay, divefted this of 
a heap of abfurdities, with which it had been 
lo^ed, and, as I fuppofe, ^e prejudices con^ 
frafted from the reading of Thelyphthora, 
the reader will pay marc attention to what I 
have to f^, and I fhall be enabled to reafoa 
more f}/^flematically. 

I HAVE 'further to obferve, that though 
^s work is only levelled direSlly againil thd 
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firft volume of Thelyphthora, confidered as 
the moft dangerous and dclufive in its prin- 
ciples and tendency; yet it may contain 
matter that may difprove fome leading pofi- 
tions in the others : But if, upon mature con- 
fideration, that appears not to be the cafe, 
and if ' there ihould be a real ncceffity, which 
I do not fuppofe that there will, I may make 
another attack, having colledted all my forces, 
and make them fuprcndcr atdifcr^tion. 

If in any part .of th.e above Remarks, my 
language has been warm and indignant, the' 
public J I doubt not, will attribute it not to 
ill-natured malevolence, but to its true* 
cauferr-an honeft abhorrence of a fcheme 
which I cannot in confcience approve or 
adopt. * * 



X 2 APPEN- 



A P P E N D I 




PART tbc FIRST. 



CHAP. 

AS I am cquzU J imwillmg to ^^tU 
othen, as to be jr^</ myxlfy (for 
I am ready to embrace t&cth, £z>i to in- 
culcate it, on wbich fide lonncr it may be 
found) I ihall attend to ibmc particulars re- 
lativc Uj £xod. ch. xxii. i6, 17. and Deut. 
th« xxiL 28, 29* which, upon examination 
of my papers, I find are either partially, or 
not at all, attended to. 

Tn A T thofe texts of Scripture lay an obli- 
gation of marriage on perfonsof all defcrip- 
t ion ft, cannot be admitted ; becaufe, in the 
firfl place, this militates againft the har- 
mony and confiftency of the Scriptures ; 
and, in the next place, although B^N may, 

moft 
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moil frequently, be confidered as an indefinite 
word, and therefore may properly enough 
be tranflated unufquifque — every one ; as it is 
often, or rather moft commonly, in the Bible, 
defcriptive of the whole fpecies ; yet it has 
a limited figniiication, ,ai>d may be rendered 
unus* — -^me one ; — quidam\ — a certain man ; 
therefore, as I am not inclined to interpret 
the Scriptures by tht Jbund inHc^id of the 
Jen/e, but am willing to preferve their ana- 
logy, I do not think that here they make 
Polygamy a duty, by compelling the married 
man to wed publicly the woman he feduces j 
though we may, confifte;itly enough with 
the Bible, where the father's refufal does not 
oppofe, lay all others under that neceflity, 
andfuppofe thenpi included in the command^-^ 
endowing y he jhall endow her — nnynV iV— 
fibi in uxorem-^or a wife to bimfelf. But it 
may he afked, if what I fay be true, what 
would become of thefe laws in feveral in-^ 
ftances ?— laws which are calcurlated for the 
fecurity of the female fex^ and for the pre-* 
vention of whoredom. To which I anfwer^ 
juft the fame that would he the confequencc 

♦ Calafio's Hebrew Concord, t BuxtorPs Heb. Lex. 
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of the father's rcfufal. But that thcfe laws 
are obfolete or antiquatedj as to their moral 
ifitendment, I am as averfe to afferting as the 
author of Thelyphthora j but whether I 
have a right view of that matter — I mean 
the moral intention — I leave to the deter* 
mination of the learned. 

It may tend, pi^obably, to the better un- 
derftanding of the Scripture-paflages men-** 
tioned above, if we can determine whether 
the payment of the ^HD Was, among the 
antient Jews, ipfum mafrimmium. . From an 
United view of the Scriptures, it clearly 
appears, that the confertt of the parties, in* 
eluding that of the father^ was the eflence 
of marriage :— -hence the defilenitnt of a be* 
Ifothed woman was punifhcd by death, {Hm 
being confidered, in the fight of God, a 
man's wife*. But we do not find, among 
the Jews, ih early timt^i aiiy<reretti6hy bc- 
iides making a marriage ftaft i though in 
later days they invented many w The pay^. 
ment of the dower, n&t only among thofe 
people, but alfo arnon^ th«^ Heathen> wa$ 

very 
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very common ;'^— it had its origin with the 
iatter, and fometimes preceded marriage^ 
However, among the people of God, this 
heathen rite-^I mean originally — ^was not 
neceiTarily ceremonial to a treaty of marriage, 
or ejential to- its completion. Yet, though 
undoubtedly not univerfal, it was a cuftom, 
and as fuch might, or might not, be com- 
plied with ; and fo it continues to this day 
among feveral of the eaftern nations, and 
among the Algerines in particular ; among 
whom, the only ceremony ufed in marriage 
is drinking out of each others hands — the 
cuftom of plighting their troth. The 
contrafi: is previoufly made between the 
parents, (as among the Jews) in which men- 
tion is made of the faddoc^ (as they call the 
dowiy) and alfo of fuch habits and orna- 
ments as were giren to the bride in the day> 
lof Abraham ;— upon forfeiture of the fad^ 
d§c^ the hufband is releafed from all obliga-^ 
tions to his real or intended wife. Sec Shaw's 
Travels, 2d edit, quarto, page 239. But if 
it was a ceremony of marriage, and payable 
9nly as an acknowledgment of the.contradtj. 
what will become of the father's authority^ 
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of which there is an evident refervation ?— ^ 
Exod. xxii. 17. That this authority was 
abfolute, I fhall not pretend to prove by hu^ 
man wifdom ; but fhall let the Scripture fpeak 
for itfelf. ** If awomanalfo" (the fame be- 
fore having been related of a man) ** vow a 
'f vow unto the Lord, and bind herfelf by 
** a bond, being in her father s houfe in her 
** youthy and her father hear her vow, and 
*^ her bond wherewith (he hath bound her 
** foul, and her father fhall hold his peace at 
** her; then all her vows fhall fland. But 
•* if her father dif allow her in the day that 
** he heareth ; not any of her vows, or of 
•* her bonds wherewith fhe hath bound her 
" foul, fhall fland ; and the Lord fhall for^ 
•* give her, becaufe her father (tifallowed 
** her^'^ Numb. xxx. 3—5. If then a vow 
to the Lord, ratified by a folemn bond, v^s 
voidy becaufe the father difallowed it, \ io a 
fortiori muft any promife or engagement to 
man, Paternal power ^ among all the antient 
nations, was very great ;— ^it was carried fo 
far, that the obflinate difobedience of chil^ 
dren could be punifhed with death, which 
was theQ looked upon as a natural . rights 

without 
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without any procefs at all before a magiftrate, 
as was once the cafe among the antient Ror 
mans*. And it was the fame among the 
Jews themielves, with this difference, that 
the power, which other nation* lodged with 
parents, was transferred to the public judges^ 
who punifhed this crime, agreeable to the 
law, by ftoning ; which was the punifhment 
for blafphemers of God ; — next to whom 
parents ought to be reverenced by their chil- 
dren ; which accounts for an obftinate and 
a rebellious condudt being punifhed alike in 
both cafes. However, the authority of 
parents was flill fo much preferved, that 
their teflimony was fufficient to convidt a 
fon, who continued difobedient after repeated 
reprehenfions and corredtions : — they were 
to give in evidence the overt aSt — ** he is a 

• In the better ages of the Republic, this power was 
taken from parents, and the cenfure of filial difobedienCjC 
committed very judicioufly to the maglilrates. Among 
the Athenians, difobedient children were accounted infa- 
mous. Lyfias, in his oration againfl: Agoratus, fays of the 
fon, that beats his parents, or is otherwife unnatural and 
refra^ory in not providing them neceflarjes,— *>a|*o( \^ 
f^uwru ^•nfj(>luBn9en — difirves to he put to death j— although the 
law only faid — arifto? %t^ — let him he infamous* Sec Patrick's 
Comment, page 796. Vol. I. Edit. j. 

^' glutton 
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•* glutton and a drunkard." Not that thcfe 
were capital crimes by the law, but it was 
ncccffary to flicw in what evil praftices the 
continued difobedtence confifted. I have no 
doubt but this extended to both fexes, be- 
caufe both are capable of being obfiinately 
difobedient to their fathers and mothers ; 
Which is the effence of the crime : — in what 
particular cafe this difobedience (hewed it- 
felf, does not feem material. See Deut. 
ch. xxi. 1 8 — 21. It was alfo death among 
the Jews to ftrike a father or mother, (Exod* 
ch. xxi. 15.) or to curfe them, yerfe 17.— 
which feems to prove the truth of what I 
have juft aflerted — that the manner of the 
contumacy is immaterial, and that it was 
, fufficient if it txifted at all. 

Whbn I confider thofe feveral circum- 
fiances, I can by no means think that Exod. 
ch. xxii. 17. difpences with the power of 
fathers, or is explanatory of what goes be- 
^e ; therefore I conclude that csk fhould 
toot be tranflatcd (jHanroti^--^lthougb y^^-^ox 
Utriim — whether or not i — ^but JH — if^ — ^by 
way of exception. Then the fenfc will be, 

but 
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but if the father abfolutely refufe to give 
his daughter to the man that has debauched 
her, he fhall pay fp>-^her — according to 
the dowry of virgins, as ^ fatisfa<aion for 
her reproach, as has been already obferved* 
And that this was the cafe, is confirmed by 
the teftimony of Jofephus and the Hebrew 
Dodtors. The reafon affigned in the Bible 
is, becaufe he hath humbled — T\IV — nffliSlei 
her ; — on this account the Jiher was paid^ 
which fa<3:, upon a purview of the Bible» 
does not feem an offence to be only compen« 
fated by marriage. And Deut. xxi. 13. 14* 
confirms me in this opinion : whence it ap- 
pears that a man might take a beautiful cap- 
tive woman to wife ; but if he did not delight 
irt her afterwards, he might put her away— 
a liberty of divorce allowable on other * ac- 
cafions ; but he was not to make merchandije 
of her, becaufe he had bumbled her. I am 
tiware, ^hat it may be objedted that (he was 
a ftranger. To which I anfwer, then the 
law forbad the marriage : — for flxe muft be 
entirely free, before (he could be married to 
a Jew— that is, enjoy all the privileges of a 

. ^ Deut. jpciv. j^ - 

Jewiiji 
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Jewifh citizen. Thefe {cvdeal matters, in 
their united view, militate againft the idea 
of the necejfity of marriage^ under all cir- 
cumflances^ in confequence of feduftion or 
rape ; as alfo againft the idea of poiTeilion 
being marriage. Therefore the Jilver paid 
cannot be faid, in all cafes, to be. an acknow- 
ledgment of the contraft of marriage, any 
more than a communication of perfons between 
two of the different fexes, always neceffitated 
cohabitation for life; or, in other words, 
matrimony : Neither could the poffefTion of 
a woman's perfon, any more than the promife 
of it, conftitute the marriage-ordinance, and 
caufe it to be publicly recognized, when the 
law forbad the banns. In the Hebrew Bible, 
I know, a pronoun pofleflive, joined with the 
indefinite terms, man and woman, denote 
the marriage-relation, as tntt^K — bis woman i 
na^^K — her man. Alfo hv^^^^bujhand^ which 
implies pofTeffion, or authority over, is read 
in the Hebrew Bible; and befides, the word 
hs^ denotes a wife^ and radically fignifies 
perfonal knowledge of a woman. But though 
thefe words are defcriptive of the effects of 
the marriage-relation, they by no means give 

us 
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us any determinate id^s honv that relation is 
to be entered into fo as to be indiflblublc : 
therefore, to determine that matter from thefe 
words only, without contemplating the reft 
cif the Bible, muft be produiftive of error. 
Befides, men, confining their ideas to the im- 
port of thefe wordsy might be led to con- 
fider marriage as calculated only for the pur- 
pofe of gratifying their lulls ; and they would 
not only alfo be induced to look upon thofc 
civilities^ which the polite nations of Eu- 
rope pay to the weaker fex, as extravagancies 
and infringements on their prerogative of 
pre-eminence, of which undoubtedly they 
would be very tenacious ; but becaufc there 
is a word in the Bible, which we tranflatc 
hufband, that radically imports autborifyi' 
they might take upon them to ufe their wives* 
as they pleafed, *^ regardlefs of the duties of 
marriage, which Scripture has clearly enough 
pointed out, under the pretence of maintain- 
ing that authority which nature has affigncd' 
them, in reality to gratify their pride and 
their vanity." 

But. 
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BiTT as pofreilion does Jiot cooiHtute the 
matrimonial bond, fo neither does cohabit 
tation iimply of itfelf. I ^un not for laying 
4own the Lefiian rule, that ^^ that Should be 
*^ efteemed rights which is commonly rc- 
" ceived i' which in iz£X would be giving 
up our undoubted privilege of enquiring and 
judging for ourfelves^ but laflcrt this in 
cdnfequence of having ufed th»t privilege y 
and as I am clear that this matter can have 
no conclufivc proof from the fufFrages of 
meut I will not» therefore, argue it at all^ 
but will l»ve the reader to form his own. 
judgment fnoin what the Bible teaches, and. 
particulariy fio attend to the circumftance of 
Abraham's difnaiifiipn of his concubine Han- 
gar y-^%& alfo to the converfation between 
Chrift and the Samaritan woman, recorded 
John iv* 17* 1%. 

From thii Appendix, ^ reader will view^i 
in a fmall cogapgfsi the tottering foundation 
on which the ;argUjQW#wts yof Thelyphthora 
are founded. He will alfo take into the ac- 
count the Jewifh example, an argument as 
delufive as the reft ^— oot forgetting the great 

ftrefs 
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ftrefs that is laid on the multiplication of the 

feed of polygamous contracts, which amounts 

to no approbation of thofe contrad;s in par^ 

ticular^ becaufe conmion to mankind in the 

then ages of the world :— the wives of Cain 

were as prolific as thofe of better men ;— ^ 
therefore he will know what judgment to 

pafs on Thelyphthora and its arguments.—^ 
He will clearly fee that that book has not for 
its bafis that heavenly fyfietriy which is cal- ' 
culated for the good of fociety ; but cir- 
cumftances unconnected with it, and the 
fubftitution of effeSls for the caufe. As a 
Jintere believer of Divine Revelation, I have 
endeavoured to defcribe the rights of man- 
kind, as they are eftablifhed and fecured by 
this Revelation. If in this dejfcription I 
have vindicated what the Scriptures teach, 
and confequently refuted error— for the vin- 
dication of truth is the refutation of error, 
without any particular application; — then 
my time will ;not be ufeleflly fpent ; and,* 
r^ardlcfs of every other coniideration, I 
fhall fit down plcafed with having done that 
duty which I profejjionally owe to God and' 
my country. 

Since 
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Since writing the above, I have confi-^ 
dered that it may be thought incomplete, ai 
I have not particularly inveftigated divorce^ 
fuperJUtiotiy and GoSts jealoufy over his lawSf 
Concerning which Madan has written whole 
chapters : I will therefore fay a few words 
more upon each. 

In regard to the lirft, it is clear from the 
law of the New Teftament, that incontinence 

■ 

is a caufe, and indeed the * only caufe, of 
divorce ; not from cohabitation only, which 
appears to be nothing but an invention of 
the Canonifts, but a vinculo matrimonii'-^ 
from the bond of marriage. And this wa^ 
the cafe with the Jewifli divorces, for the 
tibellum excidii — bill of cutting ^■^— vacated 
the obligation itfelf . Thofe divorces, which 
were peculiar and temporary with refpedt to 
their objefts, our Saviour annulled; and upon 
the defer iption of the obligations of the 
original marriage --injiitutiohy declared divorce 
for vo^nia,-— adultery — to be enforcing the law 
of marriage, confonant to the Adamic law, in 
the fullnefs of its obligations. Other pre- 

* Matt. xix. 9. 

tences 
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lencef for reparation, as they are without^ fo 
tbey^veagainft, the divine law. Nor doee 
it ka^w any foch diilindion as a reparation 
from cohabitation only^ without a diiTo"* 
iutioKi of the bonds'— which diftin(9ioa 
jfeeme to owe its origin to Monkiih jargon, 
the idea of marriage being a facrament, and 
a fuperftitious reverence of a human cere** 
tnony« Our multiplication of the causes of 
divorce, appears to have proceeded fron^ 
following too implicitly the iniHtutes of the 
^yil law« In . lay opinion, a ^cility of 
pnatrimoniil feparatrons, is not only repug-f 
MAt to the law of heaven, but inconfifteii| 
with the good of fociety; for under a free 
government, tboie fepa^rations, as they always 
haye been, will continue to be, the fourcd 
^f the worA corruptions, and eventually be 
turned to the purposes of merely gratifying 
mens lofts* ; 

As to fuperfl:it:k>ni its reign has long; 
ceafed in this kingdom ; indeed the prefent 
age, from an utter deteftation of it, has 
rather run into the contrary extreme ; and 
with refpeiS: to the pradice of monogamy, its 
.; ' . L prevalency 
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prcvaicncy is not owing to the influence of 
fuperftition in any of its ftages or fhapes^ 
on government or individuals ; but to the 
law of God and civil convenience. Indeed^ 
I do not fee, except it be to amufe and divert 
the attention of^ mankind, what fuperftition 
has to do with tfit^lawfulnefs or unlawful- 
nefs of Polygamy ; — it is neither a topic of 
argument under that fubjed, nor incidental 
to it. Juft in the fame predicament is the 
impertinent introdudkion of a chapter about 
God's jealoiifyover his laws. Who, that is 
not atheiftical or deiftical, denies the pofition; 
that God is jealous over his laws ? But this has 
nothing at all to do with the main queftion % 
it decides no controverfy 5 it confirms no 
particular opinion 3 therefore I think it quite 
imneceijkry to fay any thing more upon the 
fubjedt, than that it ought to be inculcated 
for the fecurity of God's laws ; but we can- 
not form any judgment from it as to what is 
Jmvful ox unlawful in itfelf. 



CHAR 
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REMARKS on tjie THIRD VOLUME of 
THELYPHTHORA5 

Shewing that its leading Po>i 't ip N is 

founded in £rjior> 



i J 



THIS volume is only a continuation of 
that illiberal inveSlive againft the Fj- 
tbers^ which had bftcn begun^ : with great 
acrimony, in the former v(^umea« ^ .The 
author's hatred of thofe primitive Saints is 
not to be wondered at: — their united -voice 
againft Thelyphthora has provoked, his re- 
fentment ; and as he cannot find tme friend 
among them, he furioufly attacks them 77//, 
* Indeed l3ie cafe was critical ;— the only alter- 
native left was to difcredit them, or to give 
up the caufe of Thelyphthora :— who, theut 
will be furprifed at the part he has taken ! 

It was juftly obferved by a great Philo- 
fopher, ^^ when rcafoa i^. againft a man, a 
. V L 2 *^ man 
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" man will be againft rcafon/* This obfer- 
vation is upon no occafion more ftrikingly 
applicable thAh to Madan's contempt of, the 
primitive Fathers. In the courfe of things 
it might be exped;ed, that he would attempt 
to invalidate a teftimony that was conclufive 
againft him :— but even if he could difcard 
k, he would not have advanced one ftep in 
proof of his fy&sm^ while he admits the 
authority and genuinenefs of the books of 
the New Teftament. It does not excite 
fuTprizc, -that thofc hoiy men^ who were con- 
vcrfant ivTth the Apoftles themfelvcs, and 
taught no tJther tldQTine^ but what they had 
learned from them, as will appear from a 
candid comparifbn of their writings^, fliould, 
fo far from l)cing high in the eftimgition of 
a man who teaches doiSrines repugnant to 
botb^ become the objeds of refcntment, 
hatred, ftud^bufe. But it is (hocking to 
refleAioh to £nd, that this refentment and 
abu(e are -carried to fuch lengths as to 
be injurious to the caufe of Chriftianity, by 
throwing contempt upon the writers and 
^tvritings of the New Teftament itjilf. It 
lias been already obferved. tiiat ^^ in a furi-* 
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*^ bus QHfet on the Fathers^ he (Madaa). fbr^ 
gets how nearly they are con»c£ted witk 
the Apqftles ; for, ia flboot^ig indiicri-t 
** roinately among the fonner, Ijis arrow 
frequently glances oBk the latter. But toi 
cover Mofes, a zetlous Polygainid would 
^^ make no fcrnple of leaving St. Paul ex- 
pofed; and to enjoy a laugh at the ex-^. 
pence of prtmifive virginity^ would not 
** be folicitous tQ keep a chapter in the 
** Epiftle to the Corinthians clear of the 
^^ jeft*.'*' As to the relations of tlus Ma- 
dHn, ^bout the apoftolical Fathers and pri^. 
mltive Cltiriftians, they are juft as cp(uch tp 
be depended on as the hiftory. of ^offt ^i^mk^ 
or tj^ of "Jack the. GiantrkUler ^ 

■ Whc^bve^i retds the obfcrvations. con- 
tained m Thelyphthora. relative to thc^ F^- 
^thersjj cannot but feel horror for itfi^ author^ 
DiS a Divine^ a Scholar^ and an Hiftorian. , H9 
feenas to have no clear knowledge of the 
fentinients of the priojitive Chriflian yinrit^rs : 
he confounds one fether with another^, and 
lierebj charges a venerable one of the firft 

« ' % Montk. Risv. for Scpteiid)eri r7Sf . 

L 3 century 
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ceftfti!ty TviAthe extHtvagancies of the third; 
^tf d'lic 'who writ with apoftolical fimplicity,' 
is xndde the author of Monkiih jargon ; — 
illdced, it is evident to a demonftration that 
he -never read the writings of this Father ; 
dnd without reading theni he can be but 
ni qualified to difcufs a fubjeft relative 

■ 

io the opinions and praftices of the firft cen- 
tury. "Befides, his quotations are partial; 
and confequently his conclufions erroneous, 
and a heap of mijreprefentations .—-his tranf- 
Tations are often faulty, and his hiftory is 
replete with niorong information « Indeed, 
the whole evidence — ^I mean in particular 
with tefpeft to the firft and fecond centuries, 
—is a compound of malice or ignorance. 

'THiE tvTiter whom Madan has almoft 
Whblly copied is Du Pin, a French Ecclefir* 
afticai Etiftorian. But why, even if hewat 
conteiit with Jecond-hand evidence, follow 
a Doctor of the Sorbonne? Why not attend 
to CaVid, Lardner, iand other learned and im- 
partial writers ? But if he is a lover of truth, 
ahct willing to inculcate 'it in a difcuflion of 
the opinions and pfadHces of the primitivt 

' Ohriftians, 
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Chriftians, I fhall jecommend him (which 
is certainly the only fafe method) to refer, 
immediately to the writings of thofe men , 
themfelvcs ; I mean fuch only as are admitted 
by the antient Chriftians to be genuine i 
whence conclufive evidence may moft certainly 
be deduced. And I think this abfolutely 
neceflary, when I refledt, that later writers, 
attempting to accommodate them to their, 
own fyftems, and viewing them through the 
thickeft mifts of prejudice, have totally 
mifreprefented them ; which is no uncom- 
mon cafe with prejudiced and angry difpu- 
tants. But perhaps the evidence of a Ro-. 
manift reprefenting the fentiments of the 
early Fathers in a detached and partial light,, 
probably with a view of giving a fandtioa 
to clerical celibacy, might be the moil agrec-p 
able to our author, becaufe heft calculated* 
for his purpofe. However this be, I have, 
no doubt but that he had information enough, 

m 

relative to the apoftolical Fathers, to be con- 
vinced, they would be found no friends to 
his fyftem upon clofcr acquaintance. In- 
deed he has evidently confidered them as 
formidable enemies, as appears from his vio- 

L 4 lent 
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lent attack upon them :— in which, agree- 
able to his general caution, he has endea- 
voured to cover himfelf frequently with 
fomc rcfpedtablt authority, which often, 
upon the particular occafion that it is called 
to his aid, is no authority at all. 

The author of Theljrphthora tdls Ac 
world he ** was in great hopes, that, when 
he had iinifhed the fecond volume, his la- 
bours were at an end/* I (hall beg leave to 
inform him, that the tSird has done more 
injury to his eaufe than he will ever be able 
to remedy. His having recourse, at the very 
beginning of his enterprife againft the Fa- 
thers, to a Jpurious tcftimony ; and not hav- 
ing a fingle Father of the firft century to 
grace the triumpK of Thelyphthora ! — ^his - 
crroneoufly charging the catholic Fathers df 
the fecond century with the opinions of 
fbme Heretics, (hake to the foundation his 
fyftem. To which add, that his farcafms 
on continence^ confonant to the principles 
of piety, and not incompatible with mar-' 
rlage ; the laugh that he infultingly indulges 
at the cxpcnce of every cbajte charadcr that. 

falls 
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fAh in his way, to fticK a degree, that th* 
New Teftament is not kept ekiir of the jcft j : 
are circumflances that place him in no very 
favourable light, even in the eyes of tholie 
men who othefwlfe might be rather preju- 
diced in favour of fome of his opinions. -i-*iio" 
Thefe general dbfervations will be demonf-^' * 
trated in the fUbfequcnt particular ones, "-i 



-.♦r 



In this third volume the author pretend^ 
to jQiew ** by what means, and by what de- 
** grees, the- laws of Jehovah, concerning 
** marriage, • were oppofed aiid abrogated^ 
*^ and a new fyftem invented and eftablifhed' 
^* by Chriitian churchmen."- J 

■ • 

He begins with the firft century, and 

pwfues his enquiry down to the reformation : 

the obje^ of w4iieh is to prove the Fathc*r 

wuehers for celibacy, and eonfequently toi, 

invalidate their teftimony relative to evcryt 

kind of marriage :— and that, as they were- 

oppefers of a man^s having even one wifoii 

theymuft a fontieri be oppofers of his havw 

ing two at a time. But as we conteft thcir^ * 

authority in one particular, concerning mar- 
f - riage. 
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TiB^f we oughts confiiteatly with ourfelves^ 
to 4ifcard it in another. 

; This leading poiition of the third volume 
of Thelyphthoia^ which I have attempted 
to place in a proper point of view, by a con- 
templation of its motives, I declare againft, 
and fhall give my reafons to the public on 
which my oppofition is founded, that the 
iplidity of them may be afcertained. 

In fupport of this pofition, the author 
begins with producing what he calls the 
teilimony of St. Clement of Rome, thedif- 
ciple of Peter, and the aflbciate of the 
Apoftles. 
?' , . 

r ^' At the end of Wetftein's New Tefta- 
Qient, vol. II. areto be found two epiftles of 
St. Clement, the Roman difcipleof St. Peter, 
taken from the book of th€ 5yriac MS of 
die New Teftament. Wetftein, in order to 
prove that t^ey^are genuine, cites two tefti-. 
monies, one of St. Jerome i the other o£ 
Epiphanius." 

THft 
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^*' The epifUes themfelves appear In Syriac^ 
with a Latin tranflation ; by which it fccmg 
evident, that this Saint was as great an ad* 
vocate for virginity as Jcropic was hbai^ 

■ ■ • f • 

• • • , \ -.■ w 

, *' As for the genuinenefs of thefc two cpif^ 
ties, the reader may find what is faid on that 
fubjea by Wetftein, vol. IL N. T. Proleg. 
at the end of the volume; who feems td 
entertain little doubt of the matter." .) 

' .:i 
Before I proceed to a clofe examinatioir 
of this evidence, I will fuggeft to my readed 
the improbability of any fuch dodtrine be-* 
ing taught by St. Clement, as is put into-hisr 
mouth by Wetftein. The charadter given 
of him by St. Paul, and the primitive Fa- 
thers, militates againft the idea. If he had^r' 
in that Apoftle's time, preached up virginitf, 
in the manner rcprefented, inftead of beingi 
denominated by the Holy Ghoft St. PaulV 
afibciate in the labours of theOofpel — ^inftead 
of its being afferted that his name was writ^ 
ten in the book of life, (Phil. iv. 3.)— 4ib 
would, moil certainly, have been configndd 

to 
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to the comptQj of thofe heretics^ who^ 
liftening to feducing fpirits, forbid to marry/ 
I Tim. iv. 3. But that he did n6t apoilatize 
from the faiths after St. Paul writ his epiftic 
to the Philippians, is evident from the tefti- 
mony of the antients^ and the honourable 

niention they make of hitti; particularly 
IrenaeuSy (lib. iii. cap. 3.) Clemens Alexan- 
djtinus, (lib* iv. ftrom.) Eufebius, (Hilt. 
Scdeilaft. lib. iii. cap. id.) Jerome^ (in 
Cat. III.. Scrip*) and Ignatius^ of the firib 
century, and difciple of St. John the Apoftle 
and £vangelif{;f ^Rhom I ought to have named 
fkvtti in one of his epiftles^ has almoin vif holly 
eopied from hiau (vid. Epiii* ad Philip.) 
which I take for a convincing ftoof of ap- 
probation.. If I was to mention all thoib 
who refer to his authority u facredy I ihould 
be under the neceffi^ of making out a cata-i 
\o%xm of the name» of all the fubf^ueot 
^thdiic Fathers,, mth a h&. o£ heretics^ 
who perverted bia OManing to make it chimo 
ia with their delufions» at feme; kter here^ 
tic$ have ieryed thr? Scriptuif 9 themfelves foe 
tiw iajaci purp«ft9. , Th«f however, ferve* 
^ tAihtw liQ«J»|;kJ^$ writiatgfi were in the 

eflimation 
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eftimation of the primitive Chriflians. In^ 
fad, they were read publicly la fome pkd»^ 
I mean St. Clement's firft EpiiUe to the 
Corinthians'— which Jerome . denominated 
vaiJe utilem'-^^uery edifying y-^-^nd, adds, in 
nonnuIUs Jocis publice legitur. But to comar 
nearer to the immediate matter of dcdbatt^ 
Madan refts his arguments for the genuinc- 
ntfs of the two fifties, publifhed by Wef- 
ftein at the end of his New Teilamen^ 
principally upon what Wctftcin himielf hoi 
faid, intimating that he ^^y^e^toentertiain 
** little doubt of the matter." Caution and 
referve in the excefsl But had not odier 
learned men their doubts F-^-Who, fitnr 
Madan's reprefentation of this matter, un-« 
acquainted with the hiftory of the literaiy 
world, would imagine that Dr. Lardner, to' 
the fatisfadion of the learned^ had confutxs^ 
all Wetftein's arguments, in a critical trm^ 
tife written profeflcdly for that purpofe ^ 
Who, only fhwn looking into Thdyphthoirii^ 
would thii^c of this P It was for its interedr 
to keep this jcvidencc from the pubHc— If 
it had been adduced, the confequence wduid: 
kave bcca the^ovcrtbrow of the ^' firft leftin 

mony. 
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^^ mony/* which, in eflfeft, would have 
ihook all the reft. I will not be fo uncere-- 
mcmious as to fay that this difingenuous con* 
6vc&. carries upon the face of it an evident 
il^tention to deceive mankind ^ but, I think, 
even politenefs itfelf would aver that it has 
very much the appearance of \U 

. The only genuine epiftle of St. Clement, 
Biihop of Rome, is that addrefled to the 
Corinthians ; which was difcovered at the 
end of the Alexandrian Manufcript of the 
New Teftament, and publifhed firfl by order 
of that pious King, Charles I. to whom it 
was made a prefent of by Cyril the Greek 
Patriarch. This is the only epiftle that the 
moft antient Fathers admitted to be genuine. 
They all refer only to this. Eufebius ex- 
preflly fays, that it Was the only one that 
was authentic^ and of its authenticity there 
was no doubt:— *-he fays of it— a»itf^x«)^irif 
fMBfM&iraunr — // was unanimoufly - reedy ed fy alK 
This writer, as alio Jerome and Photius, 
mention a fecond epiftle to the Corinthians, 
attributed to St. Clement ; but they all agree 
^at it was a doubtful one, and remedied isyt 

the 
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theantientChriftians *. Jerome fays, fpeak« 
ing of St, Clement, — Scripfit ex perfona 
Romanas Ecclefis ad Ecclefiam .Corinthio^- 
rum valde utilem epiftolam :— *** he writ in 
^^ the name of the church of Rome to the 
** church of Corinth a very edifying epif- 
" tie/' But as to the fecond, reported to be 
written by him, this writer fays a veteribus 
reprobatur^^t is rejeBed by the antients. Of 
courfe the adduced teftimony of Jerome^ 
concerning thefe two epiftles publifhed by 
Wetftein, can be of no value. . As to what 
this writer fays in his reply to Jovinian, we 
cannot admit it as literally true;— Clemens^ 
fucceflbr Apoftoli Petri, cujus PaUlus Apof- 
tolus meminit, fcribit epiftolas, omnem pen^ 
fermonem fuum de virginitatis puritate con- 
texuit:— That " Clement, the fucceffor 
of Su Peter, whoni Paul., the Apo/lje 
xoentions^ writes epiittes, and ahnoft his 



it 
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lib, iii. cap« 38»--^Fertiir et fecunda ejus nomiae efufloUi, 
quae a veteribus reprobatur. Hieronymus in Cat. Scrip. 

Hh'cap. 15.'— •«' J^ Xiyo/ifwi'fctnr)^" *p&< WC «vrev( vf roh^ 

" whole 
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'^' whole difcoTirfe is about the purity ti 
•' virginity/' lib. i* contra J0V4 Thefcepif^ 
ties, we are informed^ were Written to eu^ 
nuchdi who had voluntarily made themiblvcs 
•tinuchs for the kingdom of Heaven's £dc^. 
Jerome makes ofe of the word cafhawt-^ 
r Arong expreffion->-^bttt I cannot fuppoie it 
to imply any thing more ^an that they go^ 
verned fo much the paffioiir of human nature^ 
at to abibin from matrimony, in order to 
purfue the intereila of the Gofpel with 
greater abftradednefs from the cares of th^ 
world ; — a refolution' which the reader will 
not be inclined to. blame, if he happena to 
recoiled what is recorded Matt. xix. ii^ ia# 
and I Cor. vii. 7. 

THosfc ^ertions of Jerome, whkh I haver 
juft quoted/ on which both Wetftein and 
Madan chidly teft i^dyr proof of the gentdne'-' 

nefs of the Syriac EpiiUes, as I have hinted 
already, cajanot be literalljr true: becaufo 
the epiiile;.. which Jerome him£^lf oWna^ 

to be the tml^ one that to admitted to be 
genuine by the antients, and as fuch acknow* 
ledged by him, confiadba no fuch dodrine. 

It 
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It contains many general exhortations to 
purity, as well as the epiftles of- St. Paul to 
the fame church, which the then ftate oif 
Corinthian manners made abfolutely ne- 
ceflary. Dr. Lardner has well fuppoff4 
that thofe frequent admonitions to purify , 
contained in this epiftle, might induce Je- 
rome to magnify them much in favour of the 
rigidnefs of his fyftem, and to rank Saint 
Clement among the advocates for virginity* 
That learned writer has cited feveral paffages 
put of St. Clement's Epiftle to .the Corin- 
thians, which he fuppofes Jerome might 
have an eye to : — none of which can be«* 
any fuch ConftruiSlion, if indeed they were 
referred to, as has been put upon theni. It 
fcems evident, that this writer, from a lyio- 

• 

tive diredly oppofite to that of Mr. Madan, 
Was violently bent on magnifying any thing 
that appeared the leaft favourable to his 
jhypothefis, and confequently muft have 
viewed St. Clement's writings with a very 
prejudiced eye, and exalted, fppm mere fancy, 
-jvhat fcarcely deferved to be fet down for 
conjecture, into the place of evidence:— 
which is no uncommon cafe with warm 

M difputants; 
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diiputants, and will account for Jerome's 
. hyperbolical expreffions ; for which he was 
notorious, and particularly in his writings 
againft Jovinian. Dr. Grabe remarks,— 
** Hieronymus, acriter difputans contra cri. 
rorem Joviniani, hyperbolice ait — Cle- 
men tem omnepi pehe fermonem, &c. Qualeis 
hyp^rbolica locutiones in iplius fcriptis, inque 
ipfoillQ contra Jovinianum, haud infrequen- 
tes occurriint,** Vid- Grab. Spiceh Tom. i , 
page 264, And Dr. Cave makes fimilar ob- 
fervations in his Hiftoria Literaria. From 
all whicli it muft appear, that the evidence 
of Jerome, brought to prove the genuinenefs 
of the Syriac Epiftles, is good for nothing. 

Aa to Epiphanlus, the other and laft evi- 

dence produced in proof of the authenticity 

^ the Epiftles pubUfhedattheendof Wet- 

ftein's New Teftament, he only remarks, iii 

his book againft the Ebionitep^ (Haeres 30.) 

** te^hcs virginity, which tbefe men do not 
** admit." But what has this to do with tht 
genuinenefs of the epiftles under confidera- 
tlQQ ?. Itc^nnot be produced as any teftim&ny 

m 
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hi fttpport of them. It muft refer to the firft 
cpiitle of St. Clement to the Corinthians, 
which was received by the primitive Chrif- 
fians as the only authentic produ<9:ion of 
that excellent Father, and to the fecond 
whrclr bore his name, but was generally rc- 
jeiftedas fpurious.— Ifay, it is probable thsil 
Epiphanius referred to thefe epiflles. But 
how do they teach virginity ? They teach it 
no otherwife than as it had ^ been taught by 
St. Patif before in />is Epiftles to the Corin- 
thians. In reality they db not recommend 
it in fucb ftrong terms as that Apoftle and 
his Lord had recommended it themfelves; 
They do not teach it at all in the manner 
Madan has reprefented; nor is there a. 
word in either againft marriage itfelf. Tha 
ftfong^ft expreffions that have occurred to 
me, in reading the fecond epiftlc, are iyxp«T6rc 
iTy** — fo^e continent y cap. 4. afid t^ <r<Jpx«r iy,^ 
'n^craid^ — keeping thejtejh cbajle^ cap. 8. which 
is no more than a recommendation of a ha- 
bit pf mo deration SplA purity, and is perfeflly 
cohffftent with marriage. As to the firft 
tpiitieV which is the only one that can be 
referred to as evidence, we find the fame 
* ■ • M 2 dodrine 
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doArine inculcated ; but as admonitions arc- 
given to hufbands and wives, without even 
a hint that marriage is a ftate lefs holy than 
that of celibacy, we cannot fuppofe St. Cle-^ 
ment an oppofer of marriage : but it will be 
beft, to fettle all difputes, to let him 

fpeak for himfelf . Twon^tv ri it »fAvi4,a %»% (n/^y? uai 
Toy fiiMv o'tfjf.ifUi olKHfyhf i^t^aatttl/j xai vetvv vvfMticra^m* 

cap. I • — Command ye wives to do all things in 
a fpotlefs^ boneji^ and cbafte confcience — that 
they love their hufbands according to their 
duty ; and, conforming them/elves to the rule 
of obedience 9 that they adminijier domejiic of-* 
fairs decently, and conduSl themfelves always 
prudently. We can conclude nothing from 
thefe precepts, but that the author was an 
advocate for marriage ; every other idea is 
prepofterous. If he difapproved of marriage^ 
it is utterly unaccountable that he fhould 
write about the duties of wives, without 
even giving a hint that might tend to the 
encouragement of celibacy, or the difcou- 

* Compare l Tim. ^. 14. Ephef. v. 22. i Cor. vii. i^^ 

luid I Peter iii. i, z, 3. 

ragemcnt 
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ragcment of the oppofite ftate. That I rc- 
prefent rightly the fentiments of this excel- 
lent primitive Father, further appears by 
what he fays, cap. 21. tov? »roi;c r«»^i«wfa» w 

wm^tav re ^oQa t« ©iS, r»$ Tvyaixa^ i)^» Isri to aym^ov ^t*^** 

US bring up our youth under the difcipline of 
the fear of God\ let us dire St our wives in 
the praBice of what is good: and let them 
jhew forth a commendable pattern of chajiity^ 
This not only confirms what has been al- 
ready remarked ; but proves, beyond all 
difpute, that mf^\9—cbajlity — does not relate 
to a ftate of virginity. Alfo in confirma<^ 
tion of my general argument I may adduce 
the following evidence : z;xe« amg^xorpWcy y^jb^t': 

" t3t» »w orow,*' &c. cap. b.'-^Ill governed zeal 
hat A alienated the affedlions of hujbands from 
their wives ^ and hath changed what wasjpoken 
by our father Adam — this is now bine of my 
bone, &c. (See Gen. ii. 23.) This fhews 
of itfelf how much St. Clement honoured 
the original injlitution, and how careful he 
was of preferving conjugal afFedlion ; which 
tfiiUtatcs againft the idea of his difapproba- 

M 3 tion 



i66 THOUGHTS ON 

tion of matrimony. It flicws that he had 
the greateA rcfped: for this connexion of th« 
fexes, othetwife he would not have brought 
the argument he here has^ againft a principle 
which has -done almoft irreparable injury to 
the Church. He confidered marriage as a 
divine inftitution, and noticeth the hleffing 
that was pronounced upon it at firft by the 
Deity. (Vid, cap. 33.) I aflc vdiethcr thid 
was iK>t recommending th« divine appodnt*- 
mcnt as '^^ honourable in all?" But like St. 
Paul, wiunn fee is ambitious of foik>wing» 
filld whofe epiftle to them he deiires they 
will refer to for proof of what he faid, (vid. 
cap. 47.) he wtmid have marriage regulated 
by religious priiKriples, that is^ as a Father 
of the feme ccntwry (Igfiatitis) expreffes it, 
jeWi« leiJpiw-^-whkh are the wordiB of St. Pxu! 
hitnfeif. {See i Cor. vii. 35,) Hence oc-* 
ours the recofiimcndation of chaftity and 
tonfinence y which are fcept perfeftly con-- 
fiftent with marriage, l^aNowedhy thofe noble 
And refined principles 1 have juft mentioned ^ 
worthy of a religious people, and ^rodoftitiQ 
«f domeftic happiftefs. Who will then ob ^ 
je& to the chaile maxims 1^ j|oWh by ft 

difciple 
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diA^iple of St. Peter» which are conibnant 
to what Chriil and his Apoilles taught, coiv* 
ducive to matrimonial happuiefs, and to the 
honour of Chriftianity ? I cannot think 
that any will objcift, except thofc who marry 
from the grofler motives^ which-influence 
the abandoned^ the vicious^ and the lewd^^ 
thoie who have little of religion^ and regard 
women only as the flaves of brutal appetite. 

As this holy Father had the higheft refpeft 
for marriage, fanftioned by the rules of th? 
Gofpel, fo he had the greatest deteftation of 
polluted and • lafciwous connexions^ which 
he commands the Corinthians to avpid^^ 

And that he was a Monogamift appears from 
two diredt references to the words of the 
original injiitution it/elf ^ as uttered by Adam^ 
(Vid. cap, 6 & 33.) 

The ftrongeft cxpreifion that has occurred 
to me in reading this epdille,^ is^ O ^y«^ h ri 

rpifatuaf. Cap. 38. — Let uot Mm that is chajle 
in the fiejh be puffed up with pride ^ knowing, 

M 4 that' 
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*^ focvcr profeffeth before the Lord, that 
^ he will preferve his chaflity, ought to be 
^ girt with every holy virtue ; and if, in- 
^^ deed, he hath crucified his body for the 
•* fidce of piety, he prays againft the worlds 
** which j&ith, increafe and multiply, and 
•* the whole mind, and cogitation, and con- 
•• cupifcence of this world/* Vol. III. 
page 5, 6. 

I KEED not now advertife the reader, a> 
it muft evidently appear, that there is no 
rcfemblance between the genuine produc- 
tions of St. Clement, and thofc Epiftlcs 
publiflied by Wctftcin : — the fentiments are 
not the fame, nor the manner of writing ;— 
befides, the latter bear no traces of the apof- 
tolic times ; but they bear evident marks of 
the corruption of later times, when, moft 
cfertdnly, they jftrji made their appearanoe. 

I HAVE been more diilufe on this Jp^uriaus 
teftimony, becaufe it is Madaa's ^firfi, and 
was intended to give a force to the dedu<£ibion 
he meant to make in favour of his leading 
portion. BeEdes^ I had it in mind fully 

to 
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to do juilloe to the much- injured chara3er 
of an apoftolical Father ; which^ I am ^m 
jQiadedv cannot he done hut by a diligeat 
peruJ&l of his writings^ which I readily un« 
dertook, not only for the reafons ailigned^ 
but becaufe I know that all the catholic 
Fathers highly refpeiSed him, and moA gene- 
rally copied his fentiments ; fo by afcertain- 
ing his genuine dodrines relative to marriage, 
we afcertain the do<flrines of the generality 
of the catholic Fathers in the primitive ages 
of ChrifUanity^ 

It is worth remarking, that, deprived of 
St« Clement^ Madan has not one apofloUcal 
Father in the member of his advocates Ibr 
virginity— Hiot a fingk name in his parlitl 
and erroneous hiftory of the firft century I 
I fim not a little &irprifed that the public 
WPre iK>t pre&nted with an hiftory pf Sasvt 
Paul*— as well as not to fee him placed at 
the head of the oppofition to marriage, to- 
gether with Theckt apd- particularly Anna, 
whofe GQiittiience is recorded to her honour, 
Iriike ii, 3^, 37. Thefe rA^ charafter s, 
99 they would often hftv» fuggefted to our 

author 
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author the idea of impious piety ^'^o they 
would have afforded him moft delightful op- 
portunities for difplaying his wit» and in** 
dulging his raillery— what fubjeds for z 
Thclyphthorite 1 

The author has faid nothing of the epiftles 
of Ignatius and Polycarp, nor that of Bar- 
nabas, and Hernias is not even mentioned. 
If Madan had looked into the works of thojfe 
venerable Fathers, he would have been fur- 
nifhed with matter for a complete hiftory, 
fo far as his fubjedt required, of the firft 
century. The reafon why he paffed them 
over in filence, can only be this, that they 
contain nothing that has even the remoteft 
tendency to confirm what he contends for. 

In the fecond volume (page 138. N.) the 

author refers to an epiftle of Ignatius to 

Polycarp, under the appellation of horrid 

Jiuffy and informs us that this writer teaches 

Chriftians, that •* their marriage, when 

« 

*.* performed according to the will of God, 
** ought to be folemnized in the prefence of 
•* theBiihop/' It feems, by this tranflation, 

as 
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as if he had never feen the original *. In 
this fame epiftle occurs the following ex« 
prefIion» which is rational^ and confident 
with the New Teftament : — ti tk hfpmrm b ^ftyWU 

a^»t avti\mr^If cTiy man can remain in chaftity 
to the honour of the Lord and his example of 
purity y let him do it ivithout ofientation^ if hi 
boajis he is undone. Immediately after thi9 
the writer (Ignatius, in my opinion, not- 
withftanding Uflier thinks otherwife) fpeak$ 
of marriage with great refpe<3:, and recom^ 
mends the intervention of the bifhop.-^ 
Such dodrine as this cannot but be yei^ 
unpalatable to the author of Thelyphthora* 
Indeed the very name of Bifhop, and that of 
Chriftian Priefthood, feem to offend him + » 
(fee vol. II. page 194. and N.) altho^gb 

■ # 

x2v» Tvv tvua-ip vothffBai, IfOL o yufA^ i'Km/ra Kvptopf xtt) ^mi Kara 

f All the Fathers contain ' high notions of ipifi^l 
authority.' Madan tells us, that ' all Chriftian believers 
are priefts'-— this is modern Cahinijm* Calvin himfelf was 
an advocate for epifcopacy— it was referved for later He- 
retics to oppofe an inftitution /cripturalmd apoftoKcah 

tbcfe 
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Acfe inftitutionj are ii5^«^!^nf/, andfiavethe 
£m^on of the umntcmiptcd tifage e( tfec 
cnnrcn* 

Iw ft fragment of an cptftle of IgnatitM?, 
pf«ferved by Damafcenns of the eightk ccn* 
tnry^ and quoted by a writer of the twelfth^ 
^Antonhis Meliffa) vrt find fuHy ^ fenti-* 
mefits of Ignatnis, hi ex{>refi}y charges tho 
chiirch <^ Aiitioch««<-tbe church Co whom 
it is addreffed— *to impoie the yoke of vir^ 
gktt^ on no one> (mip4tNa({&7w^mivpnft») and 
rec&imnends marriage to young men» b^om 
tfiey tfe comif^Cisd by lewd women. Dr: 
Grabe is pretty clear as to the genninenefs of 
thefe paflages ^ (vide Spicel. Tom. ii> page 
14» 25.) and lor tiie parages diemielve&i 
tide DamaicT Ub. iii. Paral; cap. %f. and 
Anton. Meliff. lib. i. ferm. 14. 

Thus it plainly appears, that in the writ-* 

Jngs of thofe Fathers, who were the iwHne-- 

diafe ^fucceffors of the Apoftles, .the frjl and 

^^^gnatefi ligjhu of the church,, there is no 

injnn^on of celibacy, nor any recoipamend^ 

ation 
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^tion of it equally forcible with thedodrinc 
ofSt.PauL 

The later Fathers^ though ibose of thea 
had high ideas of virginity, very higkty rc^ 
ipe^ed^ and always recommendied marriage, 
except when it was contrafted upon princi- 
pies* that kiterfered with the eiS^nliaU of 
Religion. Origen, of the third century, 
is of opinion, that married pcrfohs may be 
tqualfy boly^ and ^equally acceptable to Gk>^, 
fts thofe in a virgin-ftate, if they are pure 
and upright in other refpefts. (Vide Epift* 
ad Rom. lib. 9.) And Cyprian, notwitfc* 
ftanding the author of Thelyphthora tells 
tts that he *^ fey? much of the great advan* 
tages of virginity,'* (vol. HI.. page 12, ij^^J 
expreflly declares that '* it is no where com- 
manded as a duty 5** (vide Traft, ii. de Hafe, 
Virg.y but that every one has liberty of 
choice,— Non jugum neceffitatis impofiH 
quando manet arbitrium liberurji. I niight 
inftance alfo in the fourth century, and down- 
wards through the whole fucceffion of ca-^ 
tholic Fathers J * the refult of which would' 
be, that, although fome few had extrava- 
-" ' gant 
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gant notions of virginity^ yet they do Jiot 
blame marriage. I appeal to thoie who have 
read the Fathers, whether or not thefe con- 
dufions ought, or ought not, to be driwn 
from a continuation of my enquiry P If I 
do not mifunderiland the writings of thofe 
Pathers^ they do not blan^e marriagc^-^ey 
^^nly blame the principles of fbmewha en- 
tered into this ftate meriely to gratify brutal 
fippetite. They feem uniformly to teach, 
that the married life fhould be engaged in 
for the procreation of children— -to prevent 
incontinency — :and for mutual fociety and 
fupport ; which is fcriptural, and is the doc- 
trine of our church. See the Form of So- 
lemnization of Matrimony in the Book of 
Common Prayer. 

/What I have obferved, relative to the 
primitive Fathers> is confirmed by die apof- 
tolical Canons. — tl f\q 'Eflr{««Mro- % UfwrC^p^* % ai^I* 

xoXft \Ut9f %a.\ or» a^aiit %ai Oii^t; l«ro»i]0-f y \ Oi^f T^y £»0^(^oyp «^X» 
%x) |}u^)2^»«$ airoC«AAicr04( va'avru^ K»i A«M«t<."*— ^Ilanon 5 ^ « 

" If 
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«r If any Biikop, Preflbytcr^ or Deacoa, or 
^* any of the Sacerdot^ Catalogue^ do abjain 
"^^ from marriag^t and flefh and wine, l^QX 
^* for mortificatioxv but out of abhorrence 
•* as having forgotten that all things are very 
" good, and that God made man, male and 
** female^ and Wafphemoufly reproaching 
V the-MTorJ^manflup of Cod ; Jet him amend^ 
'* o;- elfe be depofed, and caft out of the 
** church: and fo alfo fliall a Lay-man/' 

As to %ht gjQnuinenefs of thefe Canons^ 
the reader may fee what the learned Biihop 
Beyeridge fays in his^CoJexCanonum* Ecde^a 
Primifiva Vindicatus ac Illvftratus^ as alfii^ 
what is laid in his PandeSta Qanonum. (Sic. 

^ Thefe Cationt were the difcipline of tir Apq(Mt<;A| 
Church) and there are many reafont to hc^li^ve that ievera| 
of them were drawn up by the Apoftles themfelves, and St. 
Clenent dieir aflbcfaite x many refi^eftable ira Aortties eoffi 
tend fpt this ^ and iff general^ in the writinff qF t(« vf^ 
tkiits» we read of ihem under the appeUatioa of ' Airir^ 
RofoMf. The r^ of them, probably, were compiled mi 
occafion demanded, fome about the latter -end of the Jirft 
century, and others in the fecond. That which I have 
QijkiQted above. iemit«to4iave beep dr^WA up by theCadidic 
Fathers of the kfimA century^'^ thought iuggffted to im 
from reading Irenseus Contra Hsnvoi^ ; 

N Proleg, 
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Proleg. et Annotate Fiom what this wordiy 
Prelate has aflerted^ to fay nothing of Ccte- 
Icrius and others, we have every reafon to 
fubfcribe to the authentidty of the apo(ix>- 
Ileal Canons. 

It is decreed by the Canons compiled at 
a fy nod held at Gangra, a city of Afia Minor^ 
about the year 340, which Canons were made 
part of the Code of the Univerfal Church, 

E7 rU To» yoftcp fUitf^t r o' a»aAtua frw. Canon. I .— .W* 

any one reproach marriage^ let him he anathema. 
fiaUamon and Zonaras have aligned very 
t good reafons for this Canon, viz. Becaufe 
St. Paul ^d ^* marriage is honourable ifi 
** all, and the bed undefiled/* Heb. xiii. 4. 
And it is further decreed by the iame fynod, 

r«»V m!^9 m^oafoi&i furaXaipuf, afoStisA trtt *• Can. 4.—* 

If any one argue againfi a married Prieft^ as 
if he ought not to partake of the oblation when 
he performs the Liturgy^ let him be anathema. 

• * The praAice of the Church of Rome, and Can. 9. 
Sefs. 14 of the Council of Tiientt are at irreconcileable 
variance with this Canon* 

From 
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pRoM all the above authorities', it will 
plainly appear to every impartiar reader, that 
the author of Thdyphthora has failed in his 
principal-*— I may Tay cflentiat-^part of his 
Argument fronl antiquity, and that his re-- 
prefentations of the primitive Chriftians, 
thofe that lived in, and neareft to, the apofto- 
lical times, are difingenuous and erroneous. ' 

That there are no traces of Polygamy in 
the Apoftolical Fathers— no explicit rules 
for its prohibition, (except thofe of Hermas) 
is a circumftance that can only be accounted 
for by fuppofing that it had tbtn no exiftence 
among Chriftians. 

The fecond century produced iome great- 
heretics, when Polygamy was Jirji vindicated 
and praftifed. I'hen the catholic Fathers all^ 
gave their diredt judgment againft it, Oc-» 
cafion called for their tcftimony in oppofitioa 
to it ; and they were not wanting in their duty. 

Iren-^us, who writ againft the herefies of 
his time, names Tatian as the introducer of 
a doctrine, which he juftly. denominates 
blafphemy^ relative to the unlawfulnefs of 

N 2 marriage. 
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marriagey which was afterwards more exten-* 
fively propagated by Saturninus and M arcion : 
this he contrails with the errors of Bafilides 
and Carpocrates^ who argued for the lawful- 
nefs of Polygamy ; and he condenms both 
with the moil pointed deteflation. This 
refpedable author^ before he mentions the 
errors of the Continents^ the followers of 
Tatian^ tells us, that, though they did not 
acknowledge themfeWes the difciples of Si« 
men Magus> yet, fays he^ ilHus fententitm 
iocent^-^}}^. i. cap. 30^ Edit. Grab.«^«-^^ ihey 
'* teach his dodrine/' After feveral other 
obfervatioas, the reverend Father proceeds 
thus : " They who are called CoutinentSt. 
from Saturninus and Marcion^ preached 
up celibacy, annulling the primitive de- 
•* fignof God, and obliquely accufing hiih 
who made male and female for the pro^ 
pagation of mankind/^ After noticing 
abftinencefrom meats, "and the unjuiH- 
fiablcnefs of it, he adds, ** Titian was the 
*' firft introducer of this blafphemy *.'^ 

* kwVjMr^fAm nai MetfxUm^ o« mt^ki^m i^wprfis iymftim 
iftifv(ti»j mJbvrwnrtf tSp cif x*U» ftXiffm tS (8i5, tuti nfifut MminyfShnr$Q 
rBJUffit umi n^tf kf yinott ^fOpirtrw irHrgHm3o<,' ■ * T mtmmi ttfU 
«|umic tMhnt lira^ytaim t^ (bimafnifmK lab. U cap. 30, If. 

Edit-Orab. 

This 
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This Tatian was the difciple of Juftin Mar- 
tyr ; a circumftancc that the author of Thq-r 
lyphthora has taken care to inform his rea-^ 
ders of ; but omits fcvcral others, which^ 
in an united view, place his charafter ia 
its true light. Indeed, thofe who hav^ 
not read Irenaeus, might be led to think 
that the difciple learned his tenets from his 
mailer * ; and Madan feems endeavouring to 
lead the reader into this error, by reprefenting^ 
Juftin Martyr as an oppofer of marriage^ 
bccaufe he faid, in his firft apology, accord-^ 
ing to Thelyphthora, *^ that among the 
♦* Chriftians, there were a great "f* many of 
^* either fex, who, for fixty or feventy years^ 
'^ had kept themfelves iingl^ and uncor^ 
^^ rupt ." (Vol. II. page 1 1 3.) After fomc 
remarks, which do no credit to (he. maker 
of them, we are told, " thatfo early as th^ 
fecond century, there were a fet of people 
who called marriage a carnal things and 






• Barbeyrac, who feems to be as ignorant of the writings 
ef Irenaeas as the author of Thelyphthora, has fallen into 
tbr fame error. See Traiti JU la morale d$s Pire^y ch^p. ii. 

t Gnat is an Interpolation — Juftln's words are ««i woxxo* 
fUff.M** iroM«»« Vid. Apol. i. page 22. Edit. Thirlb* 

N 3 /* unlaw-! 
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*^ unlawful for Chriftians under the gpfpel,^ 
(page 114.) But this fct of people werQ 
not the Catholic Fathers, hut the heretics 
who were in the oppofite clafs to thofe more 
abandoned heretics— -tthe PoJygamiJisy who 
were headed by Bafilides and Carpocrates — • 
whofe do6trine Thelyphthora defends, which 
' contains only Primitive Herefy revived '^'^ 
Of the truth of this the author himfelf muft 
be convinced, if he will take the trouble of 
reading Irenaus contra omnes Hcerejes^ As 
to Juftin Martyr, he was equally the enemy 
of both the Continents and the Polygamifts. 
Here we have a glaring inftance of Madan**s 
mifreprefentation of the doftrines of the 
primitive church in the fecond century, pro- 
ceeding, probably, from his being wholly 
unacquainted with the writings of Ire-, 
nsus. 

But to put the matter out of all doubt 
that Tatian did not borrow his principles 
from his matter, which the author of The^ 
lyphthora infinuates, Irena&us, in immediate 

\ The authojr ^ncar^s fa far ^s the doftrine of Pqlygarny 
is concerned. 

con-.' 
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connexion with his name, and his ilajpbemy 
of teaching abflinence from, marriage and. 
naeats^ informs us^ that he ^^ was the hearer 
*^ of Juftin ; but that all the time he con- 
*' tinued with him, he never narrated any 
fuch thing : but after his martyrdom^ 
apoftatizing from the church, he, haughty 
and elated, from an arrogant opinion, of 
^* himfelf as a mailer, as if he excelled others, 
^^ exhibited the proper charaiSer of fuch a 
mafter, (teaching a dodrine of his own) 
faying that marriage was a corrupt thing 
*^ and fornication, as did M^rpion and Sa** 
** turninus*.'' 

In dired oppofitlon to thefe pernicious 
princijples of Tatian, Irensus places the 
licentioua fyftem of Baiilides andCarpocrates, 
who had run into the contrary extreme, by 
contending for Polygamy : . Ali aqtem rurfus 
aBafilide etCarpocrate Qcqafiones acqipientesj^ 

# *0« ImtWh hLf^ttffn^ yi7oy<if> Ifoo-otiih ^rH*. inctWy ii^h iiif%n 
^^huBmaXa tvof^U tuti rv^v^Hq ui i^^K^ifUl^ rut Xot^ir^ I^qv ^([»k^ 
^HfmwT^arUfi Mafxivn x«i larof/ttnu ajtetyoftpac^qt Lib* i« Cap. 3 1 • 

Edit. Grab. 

/ N 4 indiffe-. 
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coitus^ et multas *f- nuptia$ in- 
duxerunty lib. i. cap. 32* Edit^ Gnb.-« 
^^ Others^ on the contrary, taking occaii6n 
^ from Bafilides and Carpocrates^ have in« 
^^ troduced inSfcriminate Uwdnefi and poiy-- 
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But the reader may think that multas 
nuptias^-iit>^v7^«r-*inay mean fecond and 
third marriages, efpecially if he Should hap- 
pen to recoiled what Madan fay8» (voL II. 
page 125.) that ** a man*s having two wives 
'• at once, and a man's marrying a fecond 
** after the death of his firft, however Dr. 
** Cave, or any other of their apologi ft s may 
^' endeavour to abate the afperity of tiieir 
^^ cenfurei, they both wereefteemed by tho 
«* antient Chriftians <ind primitive Fathers 
«* EQUALLY ttnlawful." Thii is aderted 

t It b moft probable that lihe word ulerf hy Ivtikftxxs^ 
which the old Latin tranflator hat -reaitered m iki i $ ktifiiaj^ 
was TcXtryiXfMMi^^-'Pofygamiam'^PolYSBitny* The word is 
derived from voxS^, muhus^ and yi^t^» frnftia^ thereforet 
agreeable to its radical import, might very propeily he 
tranflated multas nu^itas^ as mtptiM fats nolmgviar mimher. 
Some have thought that the Greek compound imift be 
woxwya^ir, which IS an adjeftTtte, and tbtniiore nc* likely 
to be ufed here« 

againft 
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flgainft the ftrongcft evidence. All thofe who 
have read the Fathers, I am perfuaded, will 
readily agree with me in affirming, that the 
primitive Fathers yr^^/^f allowed fecond mar* 
riages on the iame principles that St, Paul 
himfelf did : the later Fathers were agreed as 
to the iawfulnefs of them, but they differed 
a« to the propriety ^nd, decorum of the thing 1 
fo, confeqiiently, fome allowed them readily^ 
others reluctantly, and fome not at alL But 
with refpeft to Polygamy, they were Att 
agreed upon the unlawfulnefs of it. Now^ 
fince the moft antient Fathers did admit 
freely of fecond marriages, and as the later 
Fathers, who looked upon them rather in an 
tmfavourabk light, never pretended to bring 
any declaration of the Gofpel againfl them, 
but argued Upon the grounds of pruderice, 
domeftic peace, and the indelicacy of the 
thing : it cannot even be fuppofed that Ire- 
ftaus wnked fecond marriages among the 
moil abandoned connexions, ( indifferentet 
coitus) and their defenders among the vilefl 
of blafphemous heretics. This is in the 
higheft degree inaprpbable : — indeed, the 

contraft fpcaks for itfelf. Tatian and hit 

followers,. 



i«6 THOUGHTS Ol^r 

followers, the . Continents, blafphemouily 
declared againft all marriage, and would not 
even allow a man one wife. Balilides, Carpo- 
crates, and their followers, fell into the op- 
pofite error, and permitted «r9Xtf7»AM»ff»— ^multas 
auptias — many wives at the fame time. And 
I am confirmed in this opinion, by Irenseus 
quoting, and appealing to, the Shepherd of 
Hermas *, as facred authoi:ity, who fpeaks 
of fecond marriages with great refped:, and. 
pronounces thtvx not Jinful : Si vir vel mulier 
alicujus deceflerit et nupferit aliquis illorum, 
HUnquid peccat ? Qui nubit non peccat, 
inquit. lib. ii. Mandit. 4. — If the bufband 
0r vfife of 4^ one Jbould die, and the furviv-^ 
iftg party marry agaitty is tkere any Jin in fuch 
(Jtcfind) marriage^ The perfon. who marries^ 
(in this, cafe) DtOES not H^%.)fays[theAngei*, 
If ,this had been heretical 4o^rine, Ircnaeus^ 
inftcad of appeaUpg t^ him o|i any occaHoi^ 
as facred, authority , would have cenfuf ed his 
opinion, apd >¥Quld have configncd him to 
the company of heretics ; but as the cafe is^^ 
it is plain to a d^monilratiQO that multa^ 

■ * 

♦ Compare Irenaeus Cpntra ft^es. iib. 1v. cap, 37, 
Edit. Grab, and H«rins&^afli>r» lib. \u M^dat. i« 

Duptias 
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nuptias means a plurality of wives at once^ 
and nothing elfe. 

Ma DAN, by his unqualified affertions, 
dogmatically contends that fecond n^arriages 
were generally condemned by the Fathers $ 
and thus, by aflerting too much, has proved 
nothing, Th? truth is, that at an early pe^ 
riod thofe gloomy fanatics, the Montanifts, 
did condemn fecond marriages ; and Tertul- 
lian, after his * defection from the church 
to the errors of this fedt, writ a book in de- 
fence of his novel tenets, and expreflly con,- 
demned them — though he admits that they 
were pradifed by the primitive Chriftians. 
^ut what was the confequence? He was 
looked upon as an apoftate^ and hi$ book waai 
ryeSted by all the orthodox. 

* At this time he Ipft his refpeft for Hermas ; before 
he confidered him as a venerable author. (Comp. Tert^ ie, 
Orat. cap. xii. with his boolt, de Pudicitla^ cap. x.) TKe' 
change is n»t to be wcmdered at : Hermas pleaded for the 
kwfttlnefs and innoanqi of fecond marriagies, which Ter*' 
tullian, when a Montanift, could not bear the thoughts of | 
therefore he hated the author of this do<arIne.— O the fatal 
prejudice of fyfttm I From thts> arifes M[adan*s hatred of aU 
tlje Fathers. 

But 
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But although the author of Thelyphthora, 
if he had any inclination to know the truth, 
might foon learn to whom the herefy of the 
condemnation of fecond marri^;e8 fhould 
be imputed ; yet he is inceflant in his at* 
tempts to draw in fome of the Catholic Fa- 
d&ers, and for this purpofe goes back to 
a very early period, and names Clemens of 
Alexandria. •* This Clemens of Alexan- 
dria, whatever he might write on behalf 
of marriage itfelf, did not approve of 
** fecond marriages. Du Pin, who reckons 
Clemens among the writers of the third 
century, fays, though he does not entirely 
** condemn fecond marriages, yet he blames 
^^ them." {Vol. HI. page lo.) As to Du 
Pia himielf, he does not always reprefent 
rightly the mind of the Fathers ; and, be- 
fides, his tranilations are fometimes faulty, 
as will appear to any of the learned, who 
may chufe to read his^ voluminous perfor- 
mance. But with refycA to Clemens, I will 
venture to affirm, that, if he had blamed 
Polygamy in the iame way he has done fecond 
iparriages, Ma(hn would have been upon 
strj Jriendly terms with him, and his tcfti- 

mony 
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mony would have been denominated fcripm 
tural and ^onchi/we. He ^ teaches that the 
apoille (St. Paul) gives liberty to every tmi 
to contrad: fecond marriages — that there is no 
fin in them relative to the former covenant-^ 
and any one^yj^«iic<vAtrTmii^wMfMH^ not pro*, 
bibited by the km. After thefe cpnceffionSi^ 
this writer can no way be ranked among die 
oppofers of fecond marriages^ notwithftmd* 
ing what follows^ diat he^ who does en|[age 
m them, ^' doth not arrive to the biglnfi 
** ftandard of perfedion which is propofiMi 
" in the GofpcL" Vid, Clcm^Strom. lih^ 
iii. page 336* Edit. Lug. 

Next in order comes TertuUian, whom^ 
with the whole fed of the Montanifts, I 
readily give up. 

Immediately follows the venerabid 
nmEie of Athenagoras, who clofes Madan'i 
hiilory of the fecond century ; and all tbttf 
could be faid of him is-—** Athenagoms 
** conmiends virginity— condemns * ^booBd 

* I will \x^ leave to remind my readers^ that this ii 
brought to prove that fecond marriages and polygamy wetr 
efleemed ^qudU^ mkivfid by the prinntiv^Fathers* The« 
lyph. vol* IL page 125. N. 

** mar- 
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** /marriages, calling them honeft adul^ 
*• tery. ''-^ilonefi adultery is a very odd tranf-' 
lation of 2t;*pWiic fwixiU ! — Bii t I will do the 
inlrthor of Thelyphthora the jnftice to fay, 
that he is only anfwer able for it in the capa- 
city of a copier. ■ We find him here, as 
in many other places, dealing in general 
tffiertions, which may pafs-with a fuperficial 
rdider, but are loo vague and indeterminate 
to ftand the teft of criticifm, or to fatisfy 
the • inquifitive mind. If he had defcended 
to particulars, it would have been ruinous 
to -his caufe : but unlefs we do defcend to 
particulars, it is ampbffiblc to determine 
where the truth is. Then the only thing 
to be determined is — upon what principle 
Athenagoras condemned fecond marriages. 
He condemned them upon the fame princi- 
ple our Saviour did, that is, not when they 
were entered into in confequence of death, 
but from caufelefs divorce. When this worth/ 
Father writ his apology, divorce, for trivial 
caufes, was very common among both the 
Jews and Heathens — one pleaded the law 
of Mofes, the other the law of the Romans. 
But this apologift pleaded the laws of Ghrif- 

tains. 
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tiajtsi ueUtiye to marriage, which. vrerc, tikat 
a man ihonldi have; but one wi& at the iaxne 
tiaie^-^thit he. fliould not put iher away, ex^ 
cept for incontii^nce : biif-if hedidputher 
away without this reafon, and niarried a^ot- 
ther, he muft be confidered as^* ^ mafiifii 
^* adulterer ^'^ even after his wife, unlawfully 
diyorcei^ wasuiead. That Athenagoras fpe^s 
oidy.with an eye to ;unlawfulj divorce,, i(5 
evideat fron:),his makii^g the man anfwerat^l^ 
for .the tranfgxeljion voluntarily conamitte^ 
.by the.puttiagaway his wife • This is in* 
applicable to lofipg her by death ; bccaufp in 
this caie hO; could not be ^ faid to put har 

away, nor''--n^v«>y ^^tV <ri^^^ Vf^? ^<cfit4 x^raTJiy Wijl 

■m 

tween fiefl> and fiejb — the ctmmon medium of 
generation. If vv^e yiAw. this as aipplied tt 
divorce^ it is perfectly donfiftentr with tl^ 
New Teftament, and the docftrine of Chrift, 

* ■ 

to which it makes a direft and fornnal ab- 
peal* Contemplated in any other way^,i|; 
is impertinent, abfurd, and contradidlory j— ^ 
indeed, this pajSage of Athenagoras fpeak^ 
for itfclf :-— if it is only rendered according 
to the common acceptation o£ . the. vs^QX^i-ki 

will 
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iMoll be found to fpeak the language I have 
advanced: «--the whole I (hall put in the 
margin, for the infpedion of the learned 
leader, who will have an immediate oppor- 
tunity of judging of the folidity of what I 
iunre advanced on this fubjed ^. 

Justin Martyr, nearly a cotcmporary 
Apologift, concurs in the fame principle. 
On Matt. V. 32. with fome other texts of 
Scripture, he obfcrves, ^* our majfter teaches 
** that they are finners, who, under the 
^ iandion of human Icms^ engage in fe- 
•* cond marriages.'^ (Vid. Apolog. prim.) 
On this paffiige Dr. Thirlby has thc^ follow- 
ing very pertinent and judicious note :— 
Ifontqui Post divortia, fpcundas nuptias,^ 
ligibus humams non vetitas,^ contrahunti 
m^at Grabii et Perionii fententia fuifie vide« 

I* ET oTftf ri( ir/potii f*/yf »9, \ if' h\ yiyM* I yif hirtfo^ luvfi^yit Ui 
fMix>(ft* S( yof S» eivoKlffnf f9a)t'ni9 yvteUxa ittmif noi yafAvani «A^iir» 
|Mft;QBT»»* ^ AinhCn9 hnrfhrvp $9 ivm^ tic ^ impdi»Wy ^i 

b iBfX^ o 3<^f ir« ay^ UtKeiai luu fAiat yvfttuia) Xuv9 H t%» cafKm 

AtbouK. LqEBt* Sod. #7, 

tur« 
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tUr. Hence it dem6nfirably appears that 
Athenagoras and Juftin Martyr taught pre- 
cifely the fame dcxSrine. They both evi- 
dently apply our Saviour's prohibition to the 
man and the v^roman : — the man could not 
divorce his wife and marry another, w^ith- 
out committing adultery ^ neither could the 
divorced woman marry without being guilty 
of the fame crime* Human laws allowed 
fuch practices, but they were repugnant to 
the laws of Chrift. This is what thofe an- 
tient Apologifts taught *, which is, in my 
opinion, ftridtly conformable to the New 
Teftament. 

> • • • • • ■ ^ 

O Upon 

• From not attending to this diftin£lion, feveral writers* 
of eminence have had very wrong ideas of the opinions of 
the Fathers, on the fubjedl of feaond marriages. Hence 
Barbeyrac fays^ *' Frarichenient le nombre des Peres del^ 
Eglife, qui condamnfent les Secondes N6ces,eft trop grand, 
leurs expreffions ont trop de rapport enfemble, pour adl 
mettre un fens favorable, & pour ne pas donner lieii dc 
croire, que ccux qui fe font exprimez moins dur^ment^ 
que les autres, n' en etoient pas moins au fond dans les 
memesidces, qui fe font introduites de fort bonne heure," 
J'raite de la Morale cks Peres j chap, i v. § 1 4. 

This writer ranks Irenaeus among the condemners of 
fecond marriages, only becauife he has faid >^ Miferante 
Domino nojlrojefu Chrijlo Samaritans illi pravaricatrieiy qugt 

m 
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Upon this principle alfo. we find, in the 
Code of theUniverfal Church, Canons againft 
Bigamifts and Trigamifts, whereby penance 
was inflided- Many, taking occafion from 
human laws, which allowed divorces for 
trivial reafons, put away their wives, and 
contracted another marriage before the for- 
mer was diiTolved, in which cafe penance 
was enjoined : for it does net appear from 
any fatisfaftory evidence, that the primitive 
Church puniftied the marrying a fecond wife 
after the death of the ftfft. We have tvtt^ 
teafon to fuppofe the conttary from the writ*- 

in urn viro non manjit^ fedfsnucata eft In multts nuptlisy* lib. 
liu cap. 19. Edit* Grab. It fnuft be evident to every intel* 
lif^t xtsader, that this can have notbtng to do with ibamd 
manriates— it is too plain even to be made a queftien 0^ 
Dr* Grabe has the follomng judicious wte upon it v-^ 
^ NoM ficmdm vl tirtias Jamnat nuptUu', fed multoriim 
adukeriorum ream Saoiaricidiia iutelligit/' Qarbeyraq, 
it is^ evideivt, has viewed the writings of the Fathers 10 a 
detached and partial light, or ralher^ I may iay, like fome 
other Authors, he has fat down to difcaat on their opinions 
without reading the books tibat coataiii thesi— that h# 
lias never read Irenaeus, is denaonftrably certaun from his 
flatly contradi^ng liim concerning Tattan's berefy^ and 
the origin of it.-^ompare Barbeyfac fraite de la Aforah 
As Ptresj chiqp. ii. f 7, and Jrmcusy Contra. Htarmy lib. i, 

ings 
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iwgs of the primitive Fathers, which arc the 
beft evidence in this cafe, and fully prove 
what I am contending for. 

Many more teftimonies might be brought 
to prove the fallacy of Madan's aflertion$ 
rcklive to the doArines of the church, in 
early times, concerning fecond marriages ; 
I fliall produce a few that arc latisfa<flpry 
and deciiive. 

; Epiphanius, of thc fourth century, hf 
his book againft the hercfies of the Catfaariji 
ikys, ^^ by no means is that man to be co;i« 
•* dcmned, or excluded from thc fociety of 
" thc faithful, M^ho is not fatisfied virith 
** living fingle after the death of his former 
*' lyife, but marries another ; nor is a wo-.- 
titan to be condemned, who a^s the fame 
part after the death of her hufband." la 
the fifth century we find St. Auflin of the 
&tne opinion : — ^he fpeaks of the MontaniAs 
with contempt, whom he denominates Fana^ 
ti^s ; and he particularly mentions Tertill- 
fian with the mofl poignant detefiation, for 
^ndemting fecond marriages^ whea %t, Paujk 

O 2 had 
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had declared the lawfulnefs of them, and had 
hot fixed any mark of difgrace on them.-^— 
(Vid. de Haeres. cap, xxvi,) — St, Chryfof-* 
torn, Madan himfelf tells us, ** proves that 
•' fecond marriages are not forbidden ;" but 
at the fame time we afe told> that he taught 
that *' it is better to forbear." In feality, 
this eloquent writer fays, ** fecond marriages 
** are not denied to Chriftians : — ^they are 
^* only exhorted, if they have the gift of 
** continence, to be content with the firft.'* 
Vid. Orat. de Ux. et Pulchrit. Then it evi- 
dently appears, that even the Fathers of the 
fifth century allowed fecond marriages, upon 
the fame principles St. Paul did; but, like 
that Apoftle, they did not highly rcfpedt 
them : And upon the whole, we may fafely 
conclude,' that the primitive Fathers neither 
prohibited nor punifhed fuch fecond mar- 
riages as the law of God allows. 

The prefent argument, I prefume, doesr 
riot require that I (hould fay any thing more 
about the Fathers ; apd as to going down far- 
ther towards the sera of the reformation, I 
look upon, that totally unneceflary, till 

the 
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the qtteftion afliimes another form. It can- 
not he expeded that I fhould defend the /«- 
novations of the Bifhops of Rome ; and as to 
the generality of the Popes, and the rab* 
blc of Monks, with their feveral abettors 
of whatever defcription, I would not make 
a fingle fcratch with my pen, in their de- 
fence, even if it would fave them from 
the lafhof Madan. 



* Concerning the Monogamy of Chriftians^ 
we have the teftiriiony of Juftin Martyr to 
vouch for that fa6l:^^ — a teftimony of great im-# 
portancc ; becaufc he flourifhed at an early 
period after the Apoftles, as is attefted by 
EufebiuSi and Methodius^ Biftiop of Tyrcw 
(Vid^ Cave's Lives of the Fathers, vol. I; 
page 140. edit, z.) Towards the end of his 
Dialogue with Tryphon tbe^ Jew, (which 
dialogue fully expofes the weafcnefs of the 
Jcwifh caufe in aU its pleas againft Chrifti- 
anity) polygamy is fpoken of with mingled 
contempt and indignation, and is reprobated 
in the ftrongeft terms. He calls the Jewifh 
Rabbins— wvMTo» ««» tv^mi lii^k^moLKov^eiifelefs and 
blind doSlors^ for encouraging polygamy «»- 

O 3^ dtt 



198 THOUGHTS ON 

der the pretended fan&ion of patriarchal ea^ 
ample. Vid. Juft. Dialog, cum. Tryph. par, 
fecund, page 438, 

To the above moft refpeiSkable evidence \ 
ihall add another not lefs fo, that of The- 
ophilus* of Antioch. This venerable man 
wrote three books, infcribed to Autolycus, 
whom he took much pains to convert. In 
the fecond (page 150.) hefpeaksof Lamech 
as the introducer of polygamy ; agreeable to 
the Bible, be expreflly and abfolutdy attri- 
buteji tQ him •fx'i'^ iroxvf,iiiM. This eyc^Uent 
? Blihop CQndemns polygamy in its origin, an4 
emphatically in the term flr<iXt;|.»»{w-^a mojft 
opprobrious word, which he afterwards ap-« 
pliea to the ifffamous ^dulteratfs niarriagcs of 
the heathen deities. To the. licentious prac^ 
tice of a plurality of wives at once, he op-i 
pofes the monogamy and purity of Chrif-* 
tians. (xjpif i^roiff /sfrofD^fti« Tif •(TfBi, lib* ^i* p* 234.) 

Finally, the teftimony of the Fathers,^ 
fo far aa my prefect argunjent is concerned,, 

^ His writings trt tiii Co be ^^ decant tmd»j aiyl greatly 

conducive to the edification of the church.*' Sec Cave's 
Lives of the Fathers, voM* |^. 178. edit* 2, 

in 
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in order to fliape an anfwer to Thelyphthonu 
is merely a teftimony as to matter of fad, to 
which they are competent evidence, if wei 
only allow them the credit due to hiftorians. 
They are ail witnefles of a general praftice— • 
obvious — unqueftioned. What I contend 
for is not the teftimony of a few only — it is 
the concurrent teftimony of all— it is given " 
in the cleareji language by xh^jirji and great eji 
lights of the church, whofe prejudices could 
not mifreprefent, nor their ignorance mif- 
take an obvious faSf. Hence, notwithftand- 
ing their other diffentions, we here find the 
completeft harmony; which fully proves i^ 
that the faft was too notorious ^ either to bq 
miftaken or mifreprefented. 

From what has been advanced, not from 
hear-fay evidence, or the aflertions of pre- 
judiced writers, but from thofe books whence 
the genuine feiitiments of the Fathers can 
only be learned, the reader is in pofleffion 
of fuch decided proof, as will lead him to 
conclude, that Madan's hiftory of the opi-^ 
nions and praftices of the primitive Church 
is a compound of error and misrepre- 

O 4 SENTATION— ^ 



20P' THOUGHTS ON 

» • 

SENTATiON — ^his arguments delusive and 
DANGEROUS — his wholc fyftcm unscrip- 
TURAL— UNAPosTOLicAL — and the tenr. 
dcncyof his work immoral, 
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PART the SECOND. 



INTRODUCTION. 

■i 

IT was not before a fecond edition of Thc«* 
lyphthora made its appearance, that thci 
writer of the following pages had ferioua 
thoughts of fitting down coolly and delibe- 
rately to contemplate its principles and ten- 
dency; for, before that, he could not tcU 
in what point of view to confider its author ; 
but the circumftance of 4 fecond ecUtioa 
fliews that he is ferious^ and t^acious of 
his opinions, as . well as indefatigable to 
bring others to a conformity with them. If 
thofe opinions had been really founded on 9 

ttrue interpretation of the word of God, or, 

m 
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in other words, confonant to the fpirit of 
the Bible and the letter of the New Tefta- 
inent> they would have met no literary op- 
pofition ; but as I conceive them to be the 
very reverfe of what is fcriptural and rational^ 
I think oppofition becomes a duty, and J 
have joined in the oppofition accordingly. 
As thofe tenets are maintained with all the 
obftinacy which prejudice jand bigotry, 
affifted by ingenuity and ability, are capable 
of, I find myfelf, having taken a leading 
part, under the neceflity of confidering par- 
ticularly the matter of polygamy, not fuper- 
fidially, but minutely, by entering upon par- 
ticulars, in-order fully to deteft error and^ 

defend truth, 

" - - • ■ 

" For thefe feveral reafons, I cannot reft 
toy defence of our national fyftem, with 
fefpedt to marriage, entirely oh thofe cur- 
fory remarks that \ have already made, on 
the advanced reafoning for the adoption of 
polygamy : however, what has been faid will 
be a- caveat againft implicit belief y and will 
tend to diveft the fubjefk of fome foreign and 
heterogeneous matter artfully incorporated 

with 
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with it : therefore I now proceed to Gonfider 
the fubjedt of Polygamy more at large, ta 
fet it in a true 2^x16, fcriptural light, and 
wholly to diveft it of that heap of abfur- 
dity with which prejudice has not oijjjr 
faadtioned, but obfcured it« And in this 
attempt, I fhall not omit any weighty argu-^ 
ment, merely becaufe it may have been uled 
by others, in defence of Monogamy ; but 
ihall intentionally adopt fome, that appear 
to me not to have had their full weight, 
merely bfccaufe fome circumftances have not 
been fufficiently attended to. As to ther 
pamphlets lately publiihed, which are Ic-, 
veiled direftly againft Thelyphthora, what 
they contain, I thus publicly declare, I knovir, 
not ; nor do I intend, till this is finifhed,, 
to look into one of them ; not out of any, 
difrefpeft to thofp publications and theii: 
authors ; but that I may keep undiflurbed 
that train of thinking fuggelled to me by 
the reading the Holy Scriptures,, and the 
beft Conmientaries on them ; in order to 
delineate on paper a^fyftem of redtitude, as 
I conceive, agreeable to reafon . and common 
fenfet as well as to the divine law, without the 

imputation 
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imputation of having implicitly followed 
partial yrvittx^. Indeed^ implicitly to fol- 
low aiiy writer, is at beft but to add an ufe- 
lefs book to the ufelefs many already pub- 
liihed ; — this condudl has often worfe effe^s^ 
fuch as the fupport of error, and thereby, 
in time, making it facred by a fort of pre« 
fcriptive right. Yet writers, upon the fame 
fttbjeA, will fometimes inevitably fall into 
the fame way of reafoning, and into £milaf 
fentiments and expreflions, though they may 
be unacquainted with each others thoughts; 
but it may be prefumed that they will as 
often reaftm in different ways :-^hus we 
h*ve a vi^ of the variety of argumentar 
liiat learning and abilities can addiice-^-^fee 
Ac united force of them, and the utility of 
each in particular to the clrcumftances of 
pcrfons, time, and place ;— and here alfo wo 
may dilcover the ncceflky of many wrifers. 
In contemplation of this, I flatter. my ielf^ 
Aat from all the writers againfl pcJygamy, 
arguments may be drawn wholly to confute, 
hi the opinion of mankind, dioie brought 
for it* As to my own, if they contrib«pt^ 
but a AV//if— if they contribute dmj fSingr^ 

in 
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in conjunction with my fellows-labourers m 
the fame bulinefs> to this important end^ in 
which the gO0d <if ficiety is materially in- 
volved^ I (hall feel a fuperlative pleafure and 
happinefs. It will alfo afford no fhiaft 
pleafure to difcover where the truth is— ^ 
there is fomething uncommonly agreesMe 
in difcovering and demonftrating fatisfac-^^ 
torily the truth — not only mathematical^ 
of which thofc muft be very fenfible who 
liave ftudied Euclid^ but alfb mored and re^ 
ligiom irutki. This pleafure I can upon i» 
occafion deny myfelf ; therefore no power, 
or authority^ merely human, ihall ever tB-^ 
vert me from it. Though I feel myielf 
thus wholly unbiaffed, and ready to admit 
truth and right reafon wherever they may Be 
found; yet fuch human authorities asune 
conicmant to truth, defcrve high rcfpeft, and 
ought not to be rejefted in evidence. Itf 
regard te my aflertions, my only wifli tsi 
that they may be candidly compared wrtfi 
Scripture, and tried by that onlt ruib of 
iii-6fiLT« The omiffion of this, I am vtvf 
fenfibk, muft, in tiie cow fe of thmgs, Be 
prodoftive of miftakes, as wcH with reaped 

to 
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to the reader as the writer :— for omitting 
this caution^ the reader may form a very 
wrong judgment of what he perufes ; and 
writers may produce flouri(hing harangues^ 
fubtle difputations, or geometrical propor^ 
tions of moral fitnefs or unfitnefs^ juft as 
fancy may didate ; but no fuch thing as a 
fcriptural expojition of Scripture. 

* 
With refpedkto the interpretation 6f the 
Bible in particular^ we^ who are to wprihip 
God in a fpiritual way^ ihould keep in view 
it? Jpiritual fenfe^ which only will take off 
that veil of obfcurity and literal deadnefs 
which pervade the Mofaic Law. This I 
thought neceflary here to obferve, left any 
ihould imagine that the letter, and not the 
fpirit of the . law, was obligatory. For we 
muft ferve God h x«»ir©TnTi vn vi^AT^g koA « sroAaioTim 
yfw^/A«TO— />? newnefsof the fpirit y and not in 
cldnefs of the letter^ Rom. vii.^ 6. The 
New Teftament, it is plain and obvious \\\ 
moft cafes, contains a perfeSl rule of life^ 
and its explicitnefs in general operates againft 
any miftakes we might be led into from thq 

concifencfs of the Bible. Thefe .two;.der 

pendent 
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pfeftdeht fyftems I fhall foon cbnfult, to fea 
whether or not they condemn polygamy. 

BiJT^ bcfides a contemplation of the Di-* 
vine Law, which I fet oat with in the fol- 
lowing (heets, after having adjufted fomo 
previous neceffary bufinefs^ and on which J{ 
intend chiefly to reft my defence, I ftutU 
take a view of Society and Manners^ fo far a% 
is neceflary to my prefent purpofe, and par-* 
ticularly among the moft civilized nations^' 
where learning, and the arts and fciences^ 
have douriihed ; that the diBates of reafon, 
and epmmon-'Jknfe^ in this cafe, may be clearly: 
afcertamed i-^'-'and. I ihall alfo pay attentioa 
to original manners antecedent to any forms 
of government^ civilization^ or any preju* 
dices of education, in order to difcover the. 
language x^i Jimple Nature berfelf. Not that 
\ think thofe have, or ought to have, aiiy. 
Weight in oppofltion to the word of God*— . 
to fuppo'fe fuch a thing would be abfurd ; . 
and no lefs fo the pofition-^that God has 
commanded pra^ices contrary to Nature un-- 
corrupted, Reafon well-informed, or Com- 
moa Senfe unprejudiced* 

P As 
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As to excellence o£ compofitian abftradljf 
confidercdk it ought not to be wondered at^ 
if it be found oh the other fide« When a 
man for many years has turned hit thoughts 
chiefly to one fubjedl^ or die vindication of 
fbme particular, hypothecs j-^when iitthia 
feading hft» tended that way> and correipon^ 
dent materiftk and opinions^have been hudaf^ 
Inoully coIleAed froni afi quarters^- and 
leifurely digefted and fbnnted into a fyftenv 
by experienced judgment^ learnings and abi^ 
Itties^ and fometimes perhaps by pr^feffimat 
qmrks and quibbks ; thefc h- all the reafbn^ 
in the world to fuppofe^ that he may have 
the advantage, in point of compofiticn, over 
the author of a more hafly produAton ^ even 
although their abilities were eqttal, and may 
have argued fo ftrongly in favour of eiror, 
as not to be eafily confuted. The following 
work, being oppofed to one of Ae above 
defcription, itfelf but the production of a 
few months, and the writer young> both as 
to years and compolition, muft, moft cer- 
tainly, make its appearance with fome dif^ 
advantage : but if it Aould be found on the 
fide, and vindicating the cauie, of trtrdt,' 

the 
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the world, it is to be expected, will not be 
led away fo far with appearances only, as to 
difregard plafn and artlefs fadts, merely be- 
caufe they have not thofe embellifliments, 
nor are Aippcrtcd by that fopbiftry d/nd chi- 
canery, which are the conflant concomitants 
of avaty and with^we which erf(^ caonol^ 
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CHAP. I. 



On POLYGAMY. 

• ■ 

OF all the fchemes that have been com-* 
municated to the world, within, the 
compafs of my obfervation, whofe declared 
objefts have been public happinefs and public 
utility, none has been more remote from the 
propofed end, than that of Polygamy ; for 
if we eftimate this pradtice by the rules of 
found reafon, the apparent evils, which are, 
and ever mull be, the confequqnce of it, in 
the common courfe of things, demonftrate 
it to be deftrudlive of human felicity ; and 
therefore no friend to fociety can confiftcntly 
advife its introduftion. It tends at once to 
open a door to the licentious gratifica- 
tion of the moft uncontroulable luft, and 
tyrannic cruelty; — to promote domeftic 
quarrels, and all the horrid and alarming 
confequences of the moft enraged jealouiies ; 
not to mention the negleft of the education 
of youth, on which the very exiftcnce and 

well 



P O L Y G A MY. 213 

well-being of a ftatc neceffarily depend, 
with an innumerable train of other mif- 
chiefs, the appendages of thofe already men- 
tioned. 

Polygamy Is equally abhorrent from 
Scripture, Nature, and Common-fenfe. The 
general tenour of the Scriptures militates 
againft the idea of a plurality of wives :— 
it is inconfiftent with the ftridtnefs of the 
conjugal union, as enjoined and exemplified 
by God bimfelf in his inftitution of marriage^ 
contrary to all the plain precepts of the 
Bible, as well as the New Teftament, re- 
pugnant to the conjugal difcipline folemnly 
commanded by Chrift, and particularly fo 
to that illuftration of it by his Apoftle St* 
Paul, — the defcription .of the relative duties 
of hulband and wife. 

But when I hear it alledgcd,, that fbme 
particular detached paflages of Scripture,— 
obfcure, odd, and unpromifing in themfclves, 
when feparated from the whole, but other- 
wife rational and confiftent — do make poly- 
gamy a duty, I am led to take the fenfe of 

P 3 Scripture 
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Scrlptnje in general^ to £omffare J^ritual 
things nioith j^iritiud I or, in other wprdji, 
to reafon by aaalogy, from £miJUr tcxms aii4 
phrafes in the New Teftament, as they allude 
to literal ones in the Old, and are applied to 
the divine accompHlhineats ; that fb I may 
<:onnte to that knowledge of the Bible v^hicJi 
is J^ritualy and not take it according to its 
literal import, for in that (pnie it is a law of 
carnal (ordinance iiad carpal comman4menU 
only, (Heb. vii* i6. andix. lo.) When I 
h^ve finiihed this proccfs^ tad find Mmogamf 
the language of Scriptufe confidered a$ 
e iyftem, I am XLCcefTarily led tp this i^on^ 
cluflon, that thp aiTertqr of th^ cpi^tr^y 
4e^rine is fuftaken> «vrhkh is hi^Iy p^e-^ 
^lo^-^Qtfn being led a^vay by ^ lobfcifi^ 
^f a finglepaflage in Scriptw^^ withpfttever 
attending to, or contemplating others, th*| 
are more explicit and explanatory of it ;— 
<wr leife d^t the Scriptures vqig^o^fift^nt 
jmd fclfHCOfttra^i^aory, wMch i? mff^^t . 

From particular Scrifnture pafl^qs, .^ 
t?uching it^ofe from the <;c»Ue3ft, ^4, tfca* 
fecm ^ Scf ipturc in £<m«:;J, «j4 {Jig ^-^'» 
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trmj cxpditiito of thofe paffilges, haVe arifen 
all die errors that ever infeft^ aad plague! 
the Church : and as to the fathers of themib 
who pirctend to be reformeriy but in realitjf 
Me ^p^Sy of our ecclefiajiicai efiabU^mint^ 
chejr appear to be much in the fame predic*^ 
ment m the pretended reformers of ottr civil 
efhbii(hment :*— -when I contempUte thi; 
features of both, I difcover a ftriking like-* 
ncfs and malignity, which I would moll 
certainly proceed to defcribe, was it not 
foreign to my prefent undertaking,. 

^The laws of all well-regulated ftates have 
prohibited polygamy, which proves, at leaft^ 
fhat it is a civil inconvenience y and indeed the 
general fuffrage of the wifer and better part 
bf mankind has done the fame i nor was it 
praAifed in the firil and pureft ages of the 
world, which fcems to intimate that it is conr 
trary to Nature and Common-»fcnfe ; and t 
doubt not but this will appear incontroverti-* 
bly true, when thofe things are conj&dered 
more at Wge^ ' 

P4 If 
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If what I have thus curforily obfcnred 
has any vcrifimilitude, polygamy may he 
properly faid to be a morai offence y and a 
cw/7 inconvenience: — this appears to me, 
from an impartial view of things, to be 
matter of faft \ but I defire the reader to 
confider it only as an unfupported aflertipn, 
till he has perufed the following fheets— •■ 
after which he will knpw how to difpofe of 
it^-rl mean whether to admit, or rejeft it— ^ 
without apy previous directions. 

From the aftive part I have taken in 
this bufinefs, I am confcious I have faori- 
ficed, in fome meafure, my eafe, quiet, and, 
perhaps, reputation, to the ill-natured in-r 
vedives of j^rejudice^ and the thundering 
condemnation of an imperious temper % — as 
the firft charaders iji the Church have been 
wantonly abufed, merely becaufe they 
thought differently from a certain individual 
on a certain fubje<fl ; the humbleft of her 
fons cannot expe<ft better treatment v — in-^ 
deed, ere long, he expe<fts from, a certain 
quarter the accufation pf folly, ignorance, 

and 
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ftnd partiality ; but from the candid world 
he hopes better things ; —and will proceed^ 
undifmayed.by any confequencef^ in defence 
of the Tru$h- 
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Polygamy an Offence againft the 

Divine Law. 

I HAVE already faid that Polygamy \s 2. 
moral offence^ and a civil inconvenience^ 
which I now proceed to prove ; and fliould 
it be proved fatisfaftorily to rational and 
unprejudiced men, it will juftify all oppofi- 
tion. Confidered as a moral offence^ it ap- 
pears to me not only fo with refpe(2: to the 
law of Gody but alfo in the fame predica- 
ipent with refpe£t to Nature^ Reafon^ and 
Common-fenfe . 

BuT» in thie firft place, let us hear divine 
fejlimouyf which only can be decifive^ and 
give any authority to that pf man : for if a 
plurality of wives cannot be proved by 
Scripture-precepts to he in any cafe neceffary, 
expedient, or a duty, then all human rea-* 

foning cannot make it fo ; but £hould it he 

-,»•*■ « 

in 
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ia-any cajfe a duty, expedient,, or neeeilajy^ 
then, while that duty, and the fame expe^ 
diency and ncceiSity exiil in fociety, the op- 
portion of human fyftems cannot abrog^e 
the divine law : — ^for ^* whatfoever is not 
^* read therein, nor may be proved therebjTt 
is not required of any man, that it fhould 
be believed as an article of the faith,"— 
(Art, vi. of the Church of England) an4 
vice verja, Divefting ourfelves of all pre* 
judice, let us candidly enquire, on the foot-t 
ing of the £vme lawj whether polygamy is 
an admiilible pradice or not ? If we leave 
for future difcufEon the example of the firil 
charaders under the Patriarchal and Mofiue 
dtfpenfations, this grand queftion will b« 
more iimple, and more eaiily aQfwered^ 

Th% firft precept that occurs in theBiblc^ 
with reifjpeiS: to the unim of the fexes^ is ol^ 
that clofenefs, that it nuUtates againft thft 
idea of more than two ; and this is the lan-4 

■ 

gu3ge of the precept alluded to ; — " Thef '^-^ 
^^ fhall be one flcfli," (Gen, ch. ii. 2^.) ot^^i 
rather, fiey two\ that is, the man and his '^c 
Wiife ihciU be OQQ fiefh^ according to the 
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fiiunarltan Hebrew -Bible; which our Sa- 
Tiour fccms to refer to. Matt. xii. 5. This 
plainly indicates the Deity's intention, that 
mankind fhould be propagated by monogamy. 
The union of the firft pair fliews this ; but 
the precept they twOy or the two only — ^for I 
can perceive no difference between thefc ex- 
-pTC&ons—'Jhal/ be one fiejh^ makes the mat- 
ter of monogamy being the law of God from 
the beginning, paft a doubt : — indeed, this 
enenefs cannot cxift in any other way. If 
we. contemplate this matter as Gen. ii. di- 
rcdts, it will evidently appear, that a man 
engaged by the matrimonial bond^ fhall im- 
mediately quit all other connexions, nay, pa- 
rental endearments : ** therefore (that is in 
•* confequencc of marriage) fhall a man leave 
" his father and mother/' — ^his affedion 
(hall be undivided j for parental is fuppofed 
to be the greatefl, therefore particularized 
here, ^sk^^Dsl!i\\^^ intimately conjoinedy cleave 
(agglutinatus erit) to bis wife^ in entire and 
infeparable love, and though difUndl beings 
according to the rigid rules of arithmetic, 
yet, thus conneded by infeparability of per- 
fons and a£fe£tions, th^y are to all thofe pur-> 

pofes 
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pbfes and intents onefiejh . The Hebrew Dckr- 
tors infer from hence the fin of beafliality ; 
and hence alfo^ it feems^ they draw arguments- 
againfi: inceftuous marriages. But fii{ho^ 
Patrick fays, *^ their obfervation is moce' 
pertinent who take notice^ that God.drcHr 
ating and joining but one man and om^ 
woman in the beginning, intended maiftl; 
kind fhpuld be fo propagated, and liot^lq^; 
polygamy ; which, in procefs of time, bfrtt 
came the general practice ; but from tlM> 
beginning it was not fo, as our Saviour* 
fpeaks in the cafe of divorces, which, liAt 
. concludes from thefe very words, were^, 
againfl the divine inftitution, whicbi 
made two to be one flejk\ (Matt. ch. xix* 
ver. 5, 6, 8.) fo he interprets thefe words,; 
and St. Paul docs the fame, (i Cor. vt* 
16.) they Jhall be one fiejh\ and fo doth,: 
Jonathan's paraphrafe, and the SamariXaa 
Cpde." Com. vol. I. p. 15. edit. 3. 



I 

\ 



When we contemplate the original mar-^ 
riage-infiitution^ and particularly the infc- 
parability of the perfons and affections of? 
the two, which^ if not fully exprefled, it 

certainly 
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ocartdnly evidently implied in the conunond, 
tbrf^ •I ^» the tiMf flball he mefiijhy we caii^- 
jiDt bat coniider carnal C9mmere€ vrith ano«« 
llier, by either of the paitiesy ciiminal ; 
becanfe a dired violaction of the otherwife 
kidiflbluble inafriage*b€md. That this union' 
ou^it to be between t^o onty, is erident from 
tihe cafe of Adam and Eve. It is certain 
that God gave a precept about the nature of 
tke conjunAion of the fesres^ and it is equally 
tiVtain that he gate an example of this^ pre- 
cept in the nmarriage of the firft man. If 
tins proves any thing, it certainly proves 
the unlavrfulnefs of polygamy in the then 
flateof things. The precept and the ex- 
ample mruft fpe^ <me language; but to fay 
that they are contradiAory, is^ blafphcmy 
againft the divine attribute of unehange- 
jAlenefs. From all which it appears, that, 
ii# the firft in^totion of marriage, ffimogamy 
was folemnty paiTed into a law, as well as 
the indijfolubility of the marfiage-'bondy by 
th* Deity him&Pf^ except in fuch cafes as 
evidently diflblve it, as adultery and death. 
Let us curforily confider the prai%H!e of 
pol3^;amy , and iee whe^er or no it exhS^ks^ a 

con- 
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cmformitf to t]Mpr^nWeceivedman»g04 
inftltutioii* This dire^ly violates; the pm 
mary cominandt ti^^ Jball he mtcfi€flii..£Q§ 
conjugd ajSedion is divided» if it eastffai 
all £at more thaaone wife >^1ot£ is not i 
ieparabk, n%z ihiR perfinf of tbe iwki te 
thefingnlar union fo neaBiuy to be attendMl 
to, if 'we are willing to obey the. diiaM 
command, as to the owsnefs of it, is mi^f 
latedt and undivided man is ditrided ifitV!^ 
many parts as he has wLveai . that he ms^Mblt 
one fle^ with» each* : bqt thi$^ ia an abfurdi^ 
and fo are all the- apologies inadpi fov tUt 
purpofi; of reconciling it. ^ -n 






I WI9H now'to* remindthe reader that tfatt^ 
P^fimafy command, tbeyjhatl be one jhjh^ c^ 
in other i^^ords, two. only ^ as was exempfiu^ 
fied m the marriage of Adam and^Eve, isfy 
be our grand direftory in all the fabieqqmlP 
fehemds that we contemplate, wheth^ fm^ 
triarckal^ Mofmc^ or Chriftian. This WBii 
from l^e firft birth of time, and (halt bo. tOb 
its kteft period the laH» of marriage. If tt) 
be admitted that^ the law given to Bdb&a ie«f ; 
<pe<aing miatrimony, ajd committed by him 

to 
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to writing, as a modern would exprefs hka^ 
fidft is the fame, or, in other words, not 
eontradiftory to what was revealed to Adam : 
ften monogamy was the law of the Ififaelites ; 
and if we do not lofe fi^t of this idea, it 
mty aflifl us very materially in oureyamina^ 
tioh of fyftems, and their particular infti-' 
tiiCio8i6« Butihould it be contended with 
phufibility, or even proved, that for fomc 
mrgmt neceffity^ or peculiar expediency ^ tho 
Iriv from the beginning had been difpenijcd 
with, by Mofes, refpefting marriage; yet 
ftill this could have no weight with Chdf« . 
tians ; becaufe our Saviour, when fpeaking 
of the nature and mode of the matrimonial -. 
union, riefers not to Mofes, but to the firA^ 
conmiand, and fo does St. Paul i which 
ihcfws that it was to regulate the pradice of 
Chriflians ^ and alfo that it isi of lafting 
obligation, and for the good of fociety« 
For jny own part, I could clofe my evidence 
here, and joki ilTue ; but left fome fhould 
abfurdly imagine that the unchangeable 
God has changed his mind in this matter^ 
ib eflential in its firfl form to the hap|>ineis 

of 
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bf mankindi I will proceed to ihew the bar-- 
mony of Scripture throughout. 

If we may judge from^ what is recorded^ 
and are not wife abo^oe what is writteriy the 
law of Aiarriage continued the fame for above 
iixteen hundred years — in other words, to 
the deluge. But. it may be aJQced, did not 
God make fome alteration, when he renewed 
the covenant with Noah, the then feed of 
mankind, a new root of human nature — the 
father of the poftdiluvian world-r-efpecially 
as things had undergone a revolution ? By . 
no means ! But as Noah was in fome mea- 
fure a fecond Adam, God confers the fame . 
benedidion Upon hini, as had been before 
conferred on the father of the antidiluvian 
world, (Gen. ix*) This; in intention, was 
an affurance of his favour and prptedtion :r-r^ 
he alfo renews the command, " be fryitf«l • 
and rnultiply;" but this was to be carried 
into execution by the mode of God's own ,^ 

appointment; that is, (though no" particular 
way is here recited) fubordinate to the pri^ 
mary command^ of which Adam and Eve, 
with refpedb to marriage, are a ftanding ex- 

Q^ ample:-— 
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ample :— -as to contrary examples, and their 
tnotives, they will be confidered in their pro-* 
per place. 

God revealed nothing to the Patriarchs ^ 
as his will, contrary to this; — indeed, it 
would be abfurd, or, perhaps^ ibmething 
worfe, to fuppofe he did. But an opponent 
may rife up and fay. Did not the Deity give 
a fanftion to the practice of polygamy in the 
' cafe of Sarah ahd the king of Gerar ? It by 
no means ftrikes me that any fuch conclufion 
can be deduced 2 but let the matter be more 
particularly confidered. Abimelech was a 
name common to the kings of Paleftine, as 
the name Pharaoh was at Egypt^ and the 
Cafars at Rome ; fo we <:annot come to any 
certainty in regard to which king it was ;-i^ 
indeed, that is not material, nor his name, 
to the point in qtiteftion ; for it will fufBce 
to know, that a king of Paleftine took Sarah 
to cohabit with him in the way of a wife. 
For this he is reproved by the Deity in a 
dream — a manner of the manifeftation of 
his will, as fometimes made to heathens, for 
avoiding great enormities ; butyasMaimo- 

nides 
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jiides * obferves, different froni that road^ 
to the prophets ; to which I will add, by 
way of explanation, inferior to it* Thijf 
militates againft the idea of his being fuch a 
very good man as fome would infinuate. 
The Deity's reproof refpedts not the fituatioft 
of the king, but Sarah, as thf afligned rea- 
font evidently fliews ; which is a proof of 
the unlawfulnefs of polygamy on the fide of 
the woman :---" She is a man'$ wife,'* Gen^ ■'' ^/»' • 
ch. XX. 3.^-^or, according to the marginal ^**^ ■ *" 
reading, married tg a bujband*^ therefore thoc "' ' 
unalienable property of that hujband, cojji' ^^ • < * * ' 
fequeritly it was a crime for my naan whatr^ '^ ^' ' ' 
foever, whether qaarricd or upiRarriedi to ^^ ^' ^ 
taJjie her in the capacity of a wife :-^by flt '^^ ^'^ •^- 
crime I n>ean a violation of Qod't law from^^^ ^* ^'^ 
the beginnings But thofe who want, fop n^^-* ^ 
certain purpofes, to make tjii? tr^nft^ion '^^ ^' ';:^ 
give evidence to what it does not* fay, Cer-? «^^ "'^^^ / 
tginly God giv^s teftimopy tq the integrity /^ A^. 
of Abimelech in taking another wlfc^ whea^^; ; 
he had feveral before. This conclufion i& d 
founded upo^ wrong premifcs ; for there i$ -'■- 
npt, in the whole hiftory, a fing][e fyljabl9 *'''^*'^' 

^ Referred to in Patrick's Coounent. voir I. p.Si*' 

0^2 that 
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that has the leaft appearance of a juftificatiott 
of polygamy. But if the king was poly*- 
gamous, it may be afked why he was not 
reproved for that in particular ? It may be 
likewife afked, why all the heathen enormi- 
ties Mrei^e not reproved by the Deity mme^ 
diately f But to return to the matter dire£Uy * 
under confiderationi The king is reproved 
for taking another man's wife, he pleads his 
integrity in that circumftance, becaufe he 
did not know it, the Deity admits the truth 
of his excufe ; which proves neither more 
nor lefs than this : — it is difagreeable to God 
that a man fhould poffefs and enjoy the wife 
of another, and that the king was not fo 
abandoned as to have done it. But to fet 
his whole condudt in a clear light, we muft 
confider that he was a heathen king reigning 
at Gerar, the then metropolis of Paleftine, 
a country where polygamy was fanftioned by 
cuftom, if not by law, and which, accord** 
ingto Abraham's fuppofition, tf;^i^ was want- 
ing the fear of God, (verfe ii.) — fuch a 
fenfe of religion as reftrains men from all 
kinds of wickednefs, and lewdnefs in parti- 
cular. In this degree of knowledge of the 

turpitude 
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turpitude of vices, we may fuppofe him 
guilty of many, without any confcioufnefs of 
that guilt. Then the Deity cannot be fup* 
pofed to approve his whole conduft, when he 
faid, ** I know thou didft this in the inte- 
'* grity of thy heart/' (ver. 6.) but only in- 
timating, that his intention was not to defile 
another man's wife by a licentious and tem- 
porary union. Thus far the king's intention 
is approved, but no farther ; — then to extend 
it farther, is what Scripture does not war- 
rant. As to the innocencyof his hands, as 
I have before obferved, in reference to the 
cafe I have ilated, it implies no more than 
that he did npt take Sarah by violence ; in-» 
deed, there was no neceflity to ufe force % 
for Abraham being in a fituation of life 
totally unprovided to oppofe the inelit>ation9 
of a king of Paleftine, fhewed no unwilling- 
nefs in this affair. From this hiftory then 
no proof can be brought of the Deity's ap-. 
probation of polygamy. But admitting this, 
probably the difpenf^tion of Mofes is con-* 
vincing to the contrary r-r^kt us then hear 
the evidence that is prought from that quar- 
ter for its prpof^ and impartially cpnfider its 

C^3 weight 
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weight iri confortnity to the trae imtoort oJ 
the law. 

Before I proceed, I will beg leave to re- 
mind my reader, that we ihould contemplate 
the law of Mofes as now obligatory only ii^ 
the fpirit of it — in other words, in a form 
divefted of every thing loca/ or temporary^ 
The firft law in the Mofaic code, that caa 
be the objed of our attention, is, " If a 
'* man entice a maid that is not betrothedj^ 
and lie with her, he (hall furely endow 
her to he his wife. If her father utterljt 
refufe to give her unto him, he fhall pay 
' * taoney according to the dowry of virgins, " 
Exod. x5tii, 1 6, I7. This, *^ a man,'* we 
ai* told by an advocate for polygamy, ac-» 
cording to th6 Hebrew, which is an inde^ 
finite term, as is aflerted, (hould be ** any 
•^ man 5*' but not to difturb him in. his 
fruitlefs difputations with hinlfelf about the 
genius of the Hebrew language, I will con-^ 
fider the whole paflage in its true, confiftentu 
fcriptural, and rational import. 

This law is erroneoufly thought to be the 
fame with Deut. xxii. 28, 29, — the crimes 

are 
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are not the ^me;, aeither are the punUhments^ 
as will appear when both are confidered. In^ 
regard to the firft, which provides againft 
defilement by confenty it enadts, that ^* if a 
man entice a maid^ that is not betrothed i^ 
for if betrothed, fhe was confidered as mar- 
ried in contemplation of law ^ — indeed, bc-^ 
trothing, or, as a modern would fay, ejpoufals^ 
among the Jews, were ipfum matritnonium^^ 
whether deprajenti^ or de futuro^ and there- 
fore criminal converfation with a maid of 
this defcription, was puniftied with death : 
but if fhc was not betrothed, and the affair 
happened in the city, the man was confidered 
?s a feducer only ; hecaufe it was fuppofed 
that if there had been force, her voice might 
have been heard in the city, I fay, this was 
only coi^fidered as fedudtion, except witnefles, 
proved the contrary, But if this happened 
in the fi?ldsw-I mean taking poflicflion of 
a woman's perfon — it was always prefumed 
to be a rape, through a favourable interprc*^ 
tation on the woman's fide^ This law^ 
which was certainly defigned as a fecurity ta 
women againft the treachery of men, enadls, 
that the feducjer of a maid not betrothed, 

0^4 '' fl»n 
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** fhall furely endow her to be his wife/' — ^ 
This does not contain a general obligation 
to marry ; but marriage was certainly beft, 
where there was no legal inability, fuch as 
being married before. Maimonides, and 
other Hebrew Doctors, as Bifhop Patrick 
informs us, (who cannot be prejudiced in 
their interpretation of this Scripture, as it 
is not matter of controverfy between them 
and Chriftians, and are therefore the beft 
interpreters of their own law in this cafe) 
contend, that it does not contain a command 
that he fhall marry her, but only that he 
fliould make fatisfadion for taking away her 
virginity^ which was by paying fb much in 
the nature of a dowry, as would render her 
fit to be his wife; if all parties were agreed. 
But if either the man, maid, or her father, 
refufed, (for they had all a power of refufal, 
and confequently could hinder the marriage, 
as the Hebrew Doctors inform us) then the 
feducer paid this muld: as the dowry of a 
virgin to ner fether. See Patrick's Comment, 
vol. I. page 282, edit. 3. andSeldcn's Uxor 
^Heb. lib. i. cap. 16. 
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But to affert that fedudtion compels mar^ 
riage in all cafes> is contrary to the exprefs 
words of the law itfelf : fpr, " if her father 
'^ utterly refufe to give her unto him,*' 
though the man and woman may confent to 
the marriage, ** he (the fedqcer) (hall only 
** pay money according to the dowry of 
virgins ;" that is, fhall not marry the feduced 
"Vvoman without her father's confent, but 
fhall pay money, probably ajs much as was 
equal to her ftation^-^J? Ti/*i» r^i te^^v — a fatis«f 
fadtion for her reproach, as Jofephus very 
juftly exprefles it. Lib. iv. Archaeol. c. 8t 
But whether the ftated legal fiun to be paid^ 
to this difhonoured woman, let her ftatioh 
in Uf(? be what it would, v/as fifty pieces of 
filver money, as the generality of writerf 
alTert, on the authority of Devit. xxii. 29* 
may admit of fome doubt ; — indeed, I can- 
pot aflent to it, becaufe the crimes were not 
the fame. Moft probably, in this cafe, it 
was only a fum equal to that dowry of vir-s. 
gins which her ftation in Jife might require ; 
but as this is ufelefs fpeculation, I £haU 
quit it, to return to the father's refufal, 
a»4 it? confcqu5n?§s, Jhe confequenpe qf 

th9 
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the father's refufal was, that the marriage 
could not be celebrated i but to fay that it 
mvtikf is not only contttry to the plain lan^ 
guage of the Bible^ but inconfiftent with 
that parental authority, which was fupported 
ind held facred among the Jews, Here is 
an exception to the univerfality of marriage, 
tti cafes of feduflion^ on the authority of 
Bxod« xxii. 1 6, 17.— whence it appears^ 
that feduftion among the Jews did not always 
neceffitate marriage : And if alfo, the man 
had his refufal, upon pajring the penalty of 
the law, which was the cafe, according to 
the beft authorities, this undoubtedly was 
the punifhment of a married man : — a con- 
clufion neccfTarily fuggefted, when we recol-^ 
}td: the fubftance of the primary commani 
Tclative to marriage. 

When I confider attentively thefe things, 
and, t call God to witnefs, I do impartially 
revolve them, and all obje(ftionsf to them, 
ierioufly in my mind, I cannot be angry 
with thofe men who fay that it is beft only 
for the fingle man to marry the damiel that 
he feduces, but that the married man qiuft be 

configne^ 
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configncd to a pecuniary punimment; 1% 
may be faid, that a married man offending 
in this way, was an adulterer, and ought tcj 
be punifhed with death. The candid Author$ 
of Antient Univerfal Hiftory explain th£< 
matter fully and fatisfadtorily, as far as thtt 
Jews were concerhed. *^ Adultery was punifh-f 
able with death in both parties, whether they 
were both married, or only the woman $ 
but we cannot affirm the punifhment of a 
married man to have been the fame, who 
committed adultery with an unmarried wo- 
man ; for, befides that the crime was not 
alike, with refpedJ: to fociety," to which I 
will add the Ifraelitifh in particular, ** it is 
plain that Mofes was forced to indulge them 
in fome other particulars, as nnjujiifiahle as 
this, fuch as polygamy.'' --^Yol. JII. b. i. 
c. 7. Syo, 

But it may be faid, if the feducer hadno^ 
property, the law would be a mere nullity, 
becaufe ht could not be punifhed in a pecu« 
niary way. If he had hot wherewith to 
make fatisfadion, according to the law, ha 
might enter into a itate of feryitqde^ as Ja« 

coh 
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cob did^ inftead of paying a dowry to the 
father of his wife Rachel ; or> as in cafes of 
ihefts, he might be fold for the benefit of 
the perfon injured, I do not fay that this 
ever was the cafe ; but the law feems to have 
provided fuch a reqiedy for the recovery of 
fines in general^ where property was vrantr 
ing ; and if it was legal in one cafe^ it muft 
be fo in all recoveries of that tind ;—{o, 
'^ if he have nothing, then h^ ih^l bQ 
f* fpld*."-— Exod, xxii. 3. 

* 

{**ROM all which it appears, that the faidi 
law does not enjoin the niarried man to marry 
the woman he fed\^ces i and if fo, then it 
4oes not mali;;e in that, or any other cafe,^ 
polygamy a duty. As well might the ne- 
cfflity of marriage be inferred ffom Lev^ 
ch. xix. 20, which enadts, that *' whofoever 
lieth carnally with a woman that is a bond- 
riiaid |;)etrothed to an hu{bandj and not at 



<( 
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• When, among the Jews, individuals were fold* it was 
moft generally to a fojourner or ftranger in their land ; and 
in that cafe, the ^erfon fold, if able, might redeem him-, 
/elf, or his kindred might, upon certain conditions j — in 
the year of Jubilee he had his freedom of cpurfe. Seq 
Lev. XXV. 47—^54.. 

^^ aU 
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*' all redeemed, or freedom given her, (he 
^' fhall be fcourged ; they fliall not be pot 
*^ to death, becaufe (he was not free. And 
" he (hall bring his trefpafs-ofFeririg, &c. 
'* and the fin which he hath done fhall be 
" forgiven him/' The Jews, it feems, took 
Gentile fervants, who, if they were willing 
to embrace their religion, were, upon cer- 
tain conditions, admitted to the Jewifli pri- 
vileges, whether civil or religious ^ but they 
continued in a ftate of fervitude, if they 
could not pay the redemption price, other- 
wife they had their full liberty, if they paid 
it in full. Somt, indeed, were in a middle 
ftate— 'partly free and partly fervile ; becaufe 
part of the redemption- price was paid, and 
part unpaixl j--*and this was the fituation of* 
the betrothed bond-maid above-mentioned : 
but, becaufe fhe had not the full privileges 
of a Jewifh citizen, the debauching her, 
though efpoufed, was not punifhed by deaths 
as in other cafes of adultery — for adultery 
it tnuft be^— but only by fcourging. Many 
reafons may be affigned for this, and it affords 
matter for a variety of arguments : but as it 
is a digreffion from the nma fubjed, I fhall 

content 
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content myfelf with making the hiftory of 
the fitudtion of heathen bond-maids among 
. die Ifraelites^ with refpeft to marriage, more 
compleat, by obferving, that no Ifraelite 
could efpou£b a perfect ilave ^ but one that 
vns partly free he might, though he could 
liot marry her till ihe had her full liber^. 

It may not be improper here to take no- 
tice of an injunction to the Ifraelites, com^ 
iog immediately from God to Mofes, of the 
prohibitory kind : *^ After the doings of the 
•* land of Egypt wherein ye dwelt, QiM ye 
^* not do : and after die doings of the land 
^* of Canajin whither I bring you, fliall ye 
** not do : neither fhall ye walk in their 
•^ ordinances. '*^Lev. xviii. 3. Thefewere 
fuch as related chiefly to marriages that were 
inceftuous ^d adulterous, as is evident from 
l¥hat follows in the fame chapter, where 
inceftuous marriages are particulariz;ed an4 
prohibited, and in verfe 1 8 there is ^ ^j^^ 
prefs and general prohibition of polygamy t 
not only becaufe it wa$ the prad:ice of th9 
Egyptians where the Ifraelites h^ beenj cn^ 

of the Canaaoites where th?y were going to 

fettle. 
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fettle, but becaufe it was evil in it£blf, Ijn^ 
ing necefiarily produdive of jealoufie^ wd 
quarrels in families. Boththeib reafonsafv^ 
pear in Scripture againfl: it, and particularly 
in the eighteenth chapter of Leviticus .tv^ 
From its being a heathen practice, it was 
likely tx) lead to other heathen enormities :«fT-> 
and therefore might well be prohibited qq 
this account only : — as to the other reafon, 
exciting diilurbances in families, the mod 
malignant in themfelves and confequencos^ 
both with refped: to individuals and focictjr 
at large, it muA ftill exiil, and is an infupe^* 
rable objedion^ even though it 1^ not bepfi 
prohibited by the divine law. But it Is 
prohibited by the law of Mofes j or, to fpeak 
more properly, by the /aw of GoJ, as record- 
ed in the Bible, and particularly Lev. xviit. 
1 8 . The promulger of the law, after pi?ft- 
facing liiofe laws that he was then goii^i^ 
publicly to deliver, with an admonition OQt 
to follow the cuftoms of Egypt or Canaan, 
but to keep the Aatutes of God, which, we 
may conclude^ were different^ proceeds |q 
fay that none of them fhould be guilty of 
violating them, gn pain of expulfion from 

the 
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the promifcd land. — Heb. tt^^K ty*K — f^aA^ 
man — that is, no man whatfoevcr ; and Bi- 
fhop Patrick fays, " the Talmudifts take it 
** as if he had faid, neither Jew nor Gentile ; 
** for all mankind, they fay, are compre^ 
** hended under thofe laws about inceft. 
*• Nay, the very Karaites (or thofe who ad- 
•* here only to the Scripture, and rejeft all 
*• Talmudical expofitions) are of this mind, 
«* as Mri Selden obferves, de Ux, Heb. 
** lib- i. cap. 5;"* And I cannot but be 
of this opinion myfelf ; becaufe they aft 
toot local or temporary ^ but evidently calcu- 
lated for the good of fociety, and as univei*- 
fally binding as thofe moral precepts in the 
next chapter, from verfe 1 1 to verfe 1 9 .-^^ 
and our legiflators have juftly thought fo, 
and have fhewn their refped: to the kw df 
God, which fhcruld be the foundation of all 
municipal laws, by making them the law 6f 
the land. But to proceed immediately to 
Lev. xviii. 18, as more direftly connected 
with my fubjedt : — * it is there decreed, 
^* neither fhalt thou take a wife to her fifter/*' 
or rather, according to the marginal tranf- 

* Comment, vol. L page 46 j. 

ktion. 
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lation, *' one wife to another/' To fay 
nothing of marginal words, which fome- 
times give a fenfe different from thofe in the 
text, and I may add, iii general a much better 
fenfe, in faying which I think myfelf jufti*: 
fied by a moft learned work, wherein is 
afcertained the authority of the Keri-— words' 
in the margin different from thofe in the 
text— *a work that deferves well of the 
learned world and mankind, and Will be a 
lafling monument of the learning and appli-* 
cation of its author. — I fay, not to mention* 
the value of marginal words, Exod. xxvi. 3. 
where Mofes is Ordered that the curtains of 
the Tabernacle fhould be coupled mulier ad, 
fororem, (Buxtorf s Heb. Lex*) which im-. 
plies one to another ^ as we tranflate it, feems 
to juftify the marginal tranflation of Lev. 
ch. Xviii. 18. And the Karaites interpret 
this place—** that a man, having a wife^ 
♦* fhould not take another while flie lived i". 
to which opinion I moil fincerely fubfcribc* 
Then, if tibis is the true fenfe— and it will 
bear no other confiftently — ^it contains an 
exprefs prohibition of polygamy. Bifhop 
Patrick, I know, thinks othcrwife ^-— but 

R though 
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though in moft cafes I am willing to be di«r 
reded by fo learned and judicious a conimen-- 
tator^ yet I can by no means fubfcribe tO 
his opinion on this matter ; becaufe the rea» 
fims he aiiigns are un£itisfa£tory ; and^ tie«^ 
fidesy this law is feparate and diftind frdm. 
thofe about inceftuous marriages. 

m 

In oppofition to polygamy bckig prdfaxw 
Mted by Levw xviii* i8. 4t i« aiTertcd— -^^ ica 
^^ as more wives than one were indulged be« 
^ fore Hie kw> fo tkey were after/* Idttvy 
fibt the indulgence i^ a pltirality of wiv^s, 
bdt I conttnd» that there is a very material 
Aifferencft between indulgence^ or contrivance, 
and the fdeinn ian6lf on df law :-<^it is fot 
Want o£ diferiminating between thefe^ that 
has lefd ^ommentator^^ both antient and 
modern^ into great eri^drs. In the ^&nid 
method g^ not diftinguifhing pra6ti^^e8 from 
precepts^ a future "Wiitot, ix9nuuet»ting t)n 
the English hiftory, might tifftvi, ^htttkeep'** 
inga thiftrefs> becaufe totfnivedtft^-^n othet^ 
Words, not puniflied-^wtis agreeable to'^lul 
laws of England. But Who <do48 ntft fee 
how^immg fueh<:otiolit6bnS| in geAefii>4re i 

But 
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3ut.it is faid, '^ Mofes himfelf fuppofes a$ 
." much, when he provides a man ihould 
^' not prefer a child he had by a beloved 
*^ wife, before one by her whom he hated, 
** if he was the eldeft fon ; which plainly 
f^ Intipiates an allowance in his law of more 
^^ wives than one/' But this I deny, because 
the thing might very well be underftood of 
wives in fucceffion : and as this is moft cour 
^ftent with Scripture in general, I therefore 
adopt this fenfe, and prefer it. And as tdf 
the example of the Jewiih kings, even the 
beft of them, it can have no weight in al| . 
inftances, e^tcept fuch example were linlefst 
but no fuch among them can be produced^ 
The kinea of Ifrael were forbid to *' multi-i ^"^"Z^. 
** ply wives,*' Deut. xvii. 17. I alk whc-f ;* "? 
ther David and Solomon did not offend "^^/^^ 
againft this precept ? M./tr 

j^N Leviticus xviii. the degrees of confiuin''^;^ /'* 
guinity japd affinity, within which marriagj? ^ ' ^''^^ 
i^ prohibi^dj are recorded frqm-vcrfe 6 tQ^ /^^^ 
vcrfe I J inclufive :-^thefe were fome of the 
^bpmination« of Egypt and Canaan in par- 
tie^aft which it, was neceffary to -provide 

R z^, againft 
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againft by pofitive law. But, at the iSth 
Vcrfe, Mofes proceeds to prohibit abomina- 
tions of a difFcrent kind, which had been 
produftive of confufion, and defiled the land> 
for which its inhabitants were expelled, and 
if they gave into the fame crimes, they 
(the Jews) are given to underfland it would 
be produftive of the fame confequences,— 
verfe 28. Mofes, having uniformly faid, 
in the firft part of the chapter which relate* 
to confanguinity and affinity, ** thou fhalt 
** not uncover the nakednefs" of fuch as he 
defcribes — ^the modeft language of the Bible 
for carnal knowledge, which it would be 
wrong to fuppofe was meant ih any other 
^.way than that of macriage*— changes his 
language at the eighteenth verfe, where he 
proceeds to prevent, by pofitive precepts, 
other heathen cuftoms^ — ^fuch as letting their 
children pafs through the fire to Molech, 
prophaning the name of God — fodomy and 
beaftiality — ^at the head of which, with fomc 
others, ftands the dire5t prohibition of poly- 
gamy. But it may be faid to me, where is 
the marriage of a wife's filler prohibited as 
inceftuous ? . To which I reply, it is pro^ 

hibited 
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hibited by confequence and analogy at verfe 
16; and that ought to be looked upon as fuf- 
ficient : — for ** this in the Levitical degrees 
is to be obferved, that all the degrees by 
name are not expreflly fet down i for the 
Holy Ghoft there did only declare plainly 
and clearly fuch degrees, from whence the 
reft might evidently be deduced. As for ex^ o^? .//^ 
ample, where it is prohibited that the fon ^^ ^ /^ 
Ihall not marry his mother, itfollowethalfb,^ fo>^jx&. 
that the daughter fhall not marry her father^ />-jr J^ 
And by enjoining that a woman fhall noit^^n ^\ 
marry her father's brother: the like reafon^^^;^/ 
requireth that fhe (hall not marry her mo- ^ '^ 

ther's brother," And it is further alledg(?4». /f .^ 
** from a parity df reafon (which is atfb.'/ 
acknowledged and laid down by the books ^"^v ^ '^ 
of common law) reftathe prohibition againft 
marrying a wife*$ fifter y which is wejl ex- 
prefled by Bifhop Jewel, in his printed letter 
upon that point ;— -** Albeit (fays he) I be 
not forbidden, by plain wqrds, to marry my 
wife's fifter ^ yet I am forbidden fo to do by 
other words, which by expofition are plain 
enough : for whqn God commands me that 
I Ihould not marry my brother's wife, it 

R 3 follows 
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* - ' ' 

follows diredlly by the fame, that he forbids 
me to marry my wife's fifter : for between 
one man and two fifters, and one woman and 
twobrothers, is like analogy or proportion ;'** 
in othier words, the fame degree of proxi- 
mity ; — therefore marriages, in both thefe 
cafes, are prohibited by the law of God, 
and fo they are by the laws of England,— 
25 Hen. VIII. cap. xxii. feft. 3. expreflly 
prohibits marrying a wife's fifter ; and I do 
not recolle(^ that this is repealed by aiiy 
fubfequent ftatute; hut this properly be- 
longs to the determination of profeflipnal 
inen :— ^yen if it fhoiild be faid to be re- 
. pealed, the fubftance of it is incorporated 
into other ftatutesji fo that will not alter thq 
piatter. 

The wording of the eighteenth verfe, 
evidently refers to fomething more than the 
prohibition of a man's marrying his wife's 
fifter. The word vex, in particular, muj(l 
refer entirely to Jealoufies . and contentions 
in the family — ^^the immediate confequence of 
polygamous contra^s 3 and the addition of 

. f Burl's Eccl. l^w Xa. Marriage; 

'' in 
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** in her life-time/' evidently fhews that it 
was diredtly levelled againft thefe : — indeed, 
it muft, or elfe we ihall be at a lofs to dif- 
cover the objedb of it. But to fay that it 
only prohibited a man from marrying his 
wife's lifter while that wife lived, but that ^'^ -^^^ 
after her death fuch marriage was lawful-^ *^ 
is to get rid of a difficulty, at the expence 
of an abfurdity, and a contradidtion too : 
for the reafon ^ to prevent the marriage-™ 
affinity — muftftillexift; and the Karaites,// v^/ 
in oppolitioh to the Talmudifts, thought it^-^^^^v-V 
abfolutely unlawful for a man to marry the "^^ 
lifter of a former deceafed wife. See SeK/j^' r -; ; 
den's tjx. Heb. lib. i, cap. 4. And Ijmaj >^//i 
adduce another great authority in proof of -^^'^''^ 
the fame :— ** It is dire<3;ly againft the fcopc^ ''' " ' 
of all thofe laws, which prohibit vmx\. Xq^!^^' 
marry at all with fuch perfons as are here ' ' 
mentioned, either in their wives life-time, 
or after. And there being a prohibition, 
verfe 16, to marry a brother's wife, it is un- 
reafonahlc to think Mofes gave them leave 
to marry their wives fifters."--*^Patrick's 

Comment, vol. I. p. 469. edit. 3, 

R 4 From 
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From all which I may fafcly conclude^ 
without recapitulating the arguments ad- 
duced^ that there is a fcriptural impediment 
to marrying two fifters, either in fucceffion 
or otherwife ; and that there is a fcriptural 
difability to the contract itfelf ; therefore 
fuch marriages feem to be void ai initio, and 
()ught to be annulled. I alfo conclude, that 
Lev. xviii. i8. does not refpedt this matter, 
but fomething elfe ;--rit does prohibit fome^ 
thing, and that can be nothing elfe but 
polygamy ; and this prohibition is not par-^ 
tial ; that is, confined to the cafe of two 
lifters only, but extended to all cafes ; for 
the ground of the prohibition, jealoufles and 
contentions in a family, fuggefts this idea : 
and thofe reafons againft a plurality of wives 
at once, muft in all cafes exift, and therefore 
muft be a general bar to it. But to fuppofe 
it forbidden in the cafe of two lifters only, 
^•;, as fome have done, merely becaufe they da 
i^^ »'V ^ot know how to reconcile the contrary 
. > / ^ "^ith pradtice, and are therefore reduced to 
^.^, ; , « the neceflity of fuppofmg that lifters, aro 
/ ^/ more likely to quarrel than other wpmcct* is 
^ifyr'f/':^^ abftird as it is ignorant. The reafons 
r.. . /r ' ^/-^^ ^'- •' ' ■/'/'- V v/ ^ ' / '' ' '// v/'afliffned 
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affigned are evidently of a general nature j 
and fo is the prohibitioji founded on them. 
Here then is a plain law forbidding poly- 
gamy — a law calculated for the good of fo* 
ciety, and univerfally obligatory, as is evi* 
dent from what I have before obferved-^-a 
law which cannot be got rid of but by a 
manifeft corruption of the text — a law 
which has its foundation in the nature and 
reafon of things, and confequently its obli- 
gation muft ftill be the fame, even though 
fovereign neceflity fhould pavife a temporary 
exemption* 

But notwithftanding the general precept 
that I have juft mentioned, which with othest. 
to the fame purpofe in the Bible, arc either 
overlooked, or explained away by prejudice, 
the polygamift thinks he has full juftification 
in that regulation of Mofes, which was 
made tp prevent the deprivation of the firft-r 
born of his birth-right, if a man (hould 
happen to have, during his life, two wives^ 
^e one beloved, and the other lefs beloved, 
and children by both. The fuppofed cafe, 
and the lav^ foiinded upoq it, as recorded by 
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the Jcwifli legiflator himfelfy is as follows : 
^* If a man have two wives, one beloved 
•** and another hated, and they have born 
"•« him children, both' the beloved and the 
^' hated," — towards whom, it is moft pro- 
liable, he would be very differently affefted, 
its he was towards their mothers ; therefore, 
to prevent favour and aiFedtion prevailing over 
right, it is enafted, that, " if the jfirft- born 
** fon be her's that was hated, then it fhall 
** be, when he maketh his fons to inherit 
^ that which he hath, that he may not make 
** the fon of the beloved firft-born, before 
^* the fon of the hated, which is indeed the 
•*. firft*bora : but he (hall acknowledge the 
** fon of the hated for the lirft-born, by 
•-* giving him a double portion of all that 
^* he hath ; for he is the beginning of his 
^ ftrength, the right of the firft-born is his/' 
Iteut. xxi. 15, 16, 17.— I have quoted the 
whole according to our trariflation, that this 
kw may be contemplated in itfclf and itj 
4^jeas, This law fuppofea a man to have 
two wives, which he might have in fuccef- 
fion, for the divine law iw where forbids it : 

liut two at the fanae tknc wa$ iaconfiftent 
^--- with 
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tvith the pfimary command refpefting mar- 
riage, as well as other precepts of the Bible j 
and Mofes never aflerted his right i or, to 
fpeak more pfoperly, never faid he had orders 
from the Deify for the particular good of his 
colony, which he fettled in Paleftine, to 
filfpend the law of ihoiiogamy; and that he 
did not, with rfefpeft to mankind in general, 
is evident from what has been before ob- 
ferved ; theriefore the dioft rational conclufiott^ 
is, that the law Which enjoined, that thctWo 
6nly (hduld be matrimbnially tonnefterf, 
continued ftill in force ; and therefore, con- 
fiftently, we mull interpret the above of twd 
wives in fucceffion, which will not alter the 
ftate of the cafe, nor the regulation founded 
on the fuppofition. If a man have two wive^ 
fucceffively, and the one is beloved and the 
other lefs beloved-^and, as may be rationally 
concluded, theiffue too— for if that was hot 
the cafe, the reaibn of the law would ceale^ 
a man is here forbid the unj uftifiable par- 
tiality of depriving the firft-born of his jri^ht 
of inheritance— a right, in jliftice, iiifepara- 
ble from the fon of the hated woman, if 

Jhe is 'the firft wife. " The right of the 

" firft* 
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*^ firft-born is his," and it ought to be ac- 
knowledged by giving him that double por-- 
tion of property which the law required. 
But what has this to do with polygamy ? — 
I mean, how can this fuppofed cafcj^ and the 
law for its regulation, be brought in proof of 
the lawfulnefs of polygamy, when both are 
applicable to , monogamy ? — allowing fecond 
marriages, there is nothing impradicable, 
abfurd, or impoflible. If it is but even 
equally applicable to wives in fucceiJipA and 
their fons; as it is to wives at the fame time^^. 
and their fons, it would be very wrong to 
conclude in favour of the latter, when the 
former may as well be fuppofed ; and efpeci- 
ally too when fuch a conclufion is repugnant 
to the united teftimony of the Scriptures, 
That fev^ral commentators have been fo in^ 
confiftent as to do this, cannot be denied- — 
unwilling to think for then\felyes, they 
have followed one another like flxeep in the 
feme track — a condvidt highly reprehenfible, 
as tending to difcourag? all advancement of 
learning and improvement^ 

I win 
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I WILL obferve here, though contrary to 
inydefign> that this right of the firft-bora 
was a very afttient cuftom, antecedent to the 
^aw of Mofe$, which was declaratory of it, 
and for removing fomeabufes. This cuftom,' 
prior to Mofes— indeed, in the moft remote 
ages of antiquity—^made the firft-born the 
head of the family, and gave him as mucit 
more as any of his brethren of the eftate 
belonging to it, that he might be able to 
fupport the dignity of his family. As this 
antient cirftom received — ^not for provihcirf 
reafons, but the benefit of mankind — tfoi 
fandlion of the law given by God to M ofeV,' 
certainly then it is rational and juft :— anftf 
on this is founded our municipal law, which 
gives the inheritance of the father to his 
Jtrfi-born fon^ and for the very fame purpoie 
too. Then, whoever fays that this law \% 
unjuft or cruel, are guilty of folly — or rather,' 
perhaps^ blafphemy againft the divine wif- 
dom. 

BtsT to return to the immediate fubjeft of 
debate. The next Scripture-paflage that 
>^an fall under our coniideration, as feeming 

to 
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to favour polygamy, is Deut« xxiu zBj 19* 
'^ If a man finds a dam/iel thiit is a virgin/ 
^^ .which is not betrothed, and lay hold qh 
** her, and lie with her,"i — that is, commif 
a rape upon her—** and they be found,"-— 
^e rape proved—*^ then the man that {thus] 
V lay with her> (hall give ^into the damfid's 
*^ father,"-.— as a mulft — *^ fifty pkces of 
^* filver money, and fhe ihaJl be his wife." 
'jf'his its very different from the cafe in £xod« 
xxii. 1 6, 171-- fo, of cowrfe, is Ae punifli- 
9)ent^ The difference is, th»t was lying 
wkh a fmgle woman with hcr^pnfcnt^ gained 
by enticing words.— fair pwroiJfes ;-«-but this 
id Deuteronomy, a rape. Now Jkt the dif- 
fcrence of punishment be CQf^iidered : — Ac- 
cording to the law in Exodus, Ch^ (ingleman 
was not obliged to marry in all cafes, though 
marriage was beft in general ; h»t ip fom« 
cafes was only obliged to pay ^oof y to the 
injured dam£bl,equal to the dowiry fuitable to 
her rank, for her fupport and maintenance,* 
But the other (Deut. xxii. 28, 29.) obliged 
the iingle man, as is probable, to m^^y the 
injured damfel, if a virgin^ thoqg^ both )^. 

9nd Jxe^ father had the jxrivilege of I15^^» 
\ which 
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which, being xiutttero( f^£k, fcrves to prov^ 
diat the maarkg^^ at all events, was not 
compellable j-'^'-and it will lead to aoother^ 
Qoncluiion equally evident^ that taking poT*. 
ieHlon of a wooaan's peribn is not ipjb foB^ 
marriage f:-«i^ which o^ny oth^r caics alii]t 
fiiUy (hewt , 

EvBK if marri^e was the con&quence pi 
tills forcible coiuiediony the xoan was ob]igQ4 
to pay her. father j^ty Jbekeis^ or^ Jifty pie(^ 
t^ filver mmfcf ^ ajfettled AiHit as a fine f(n^ 
the crime* It is likewiib moft. pr^^drahle 
that he. was not obliged to pay the dowiy^ 
becaufe he was deprived of the liberty oJ^ 
divorce ;•---" Becaufe he hath hiunbled Jber^ 
^^ he may not put her away all his days,'! 
even though there were the£b reafoos for 'di^ 
voFce which the law of Mo&s allowed^ ya| 
he was deprived of the benefit. The fettle*^ 
ment of dower looked forward to &paratio% 
and was^ as it ftill continues to be^ a proviiloi| 
for the woman in that fkte. And if w« 
Were to Oontemplate the facility of divorce^ 
anxong the Jews; and their cooieqii^ncefiu vf«t 
ihould &£^^^ii4(f^J^v the neeeffity of alwiayy 
\ ; pre- 
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prefuming a fcparation, and providing for it 
accordingly. But fuppofing that marriage 
did not follow the rape, which fometimes 
muft be the cafe, as there was a liberty of 
fcfufal; then, befides the dowry fettled upon 
the damfel, fuitable to her rank in life, in 
conformity to the command of Exod. xxii.. 
16, 17. the additional fine, to ufe modern Ian- 
guage, of j^ty pieces of Jihermoney was paid 
to the father j which it may well be fuppofed^ 
was the punishment of a married man guilty 
of a rape 5— except it be thought that he wag 
puniihed by death— which, if it could, upon 
good authority, be ftaljed as matter of fad:, 
would folve many difficulties. I am fure I 
cannot give it that confequence, becaufe I 
have every reafbn to think otherwife. Cer- 
tainly we need not hefitate a moment to fay 
that, under the Chriftian difpenfation, the 
crime is equal, whether the man or woman 
violates the marriage-obligation. But whe-- 
ther or hot it was fo under the Mofaic dif-^ 
penfation may admit of feme doubt, when 
we confider the confinement of the word 
adultery in the Bible, which merited death, 
to the fide of the woman r^— indeed the crimtf 

might 



P O L Y G A M Y. 257 

might not be the fame with refpeft to both, 
becaufe of the great neceffity for the clear- 
nefs of family defcents, pedigrees, and ge- 
nealogies, which the wife by fortuitous Con- 
nexions would render quite uncertain . Now 
as much depended on the certainty of genea- 
logies, efpecially that of our Saviour's from 
Abraham and David, probably the woman 
might be more feverely punifhed for this 
reafon only— ^for I can conceive no other :— 
but as this reafon has ceafed, which could 
only make a difference between the unfaith- 
ful wife and the unfaithful hufband, they 
muft now be confidered as equally guilty^ 
becaufe equally tranfgreffing the divine law 
in a diflblution of the marriage- bond. Every 
man, in his fober fenfes, that is capable of 
arguing from thfe nature and reafon of things, 
muft' always (if he is not inconfiftent) con- 
clude, that the magnitude of the crime of 
adultery is equal in hufband and wife. But 
it is difgraccful to reafon, and charadleriftic 
of the moft narrow principles^ to fay, that 
the wife, guilty of adultery, ought to be 
punifhed moft feverely, while the hufband is 
left at large without any puniihment at all— 

S for 
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for I cannot conceive marriage to be a punifh-* 
ment — ^I repeat it, while the hufband is 
juftified in it^ as well as left to revel at large ^ 
which muil be the cafe in the indifcrinainate 
and unbounded pradice of polygamy. 

Deuteronomy xxv. 5, is looked upon 
\>y writers in general as antiquated ; but I 
will confider its principles and tendency fo 
far as to enable me to difcover, whether or 
no^ in a particular cafe^ it made polygamy a 
duty, ^* If brethren dwell together, and 
^* one of them die> and have no child, the 
** wife of the dead (hall not marry without 
** unto a ftrangcr : her hulband's brother 
^^ (hall go in unto her, and take her to him 
** to wife, and perform the duty of an huf^ 
** band's brother unto her.'* The reafon of 
which follows in the next verfc : " And it 
«< {hall be that the firft-bom''^-«male child, 
for the Samaritan copy renders it of the maf- 
culine gender—-^' which ihe beareth, ihatl 
^^ fucceed in the name of his brother which 
<< is dead, fiat his name be not put out of 
•* IfraeL'' verfe 6. This then was evidently 
for the prefervation of ^milics^ which, with 

the 
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the disabling law of Lev. xxv. 23* forjcoop^^ 
ifig inheritances i^ families^ further provide^i 
for by the rule of lands reti^rning to their 
owners at the Jubilee, verfe 28, as alfo Num* 
here xxxvi. 8, 9, for the diftinftion of tribes, 
and their refjpeftive property--OF, in other 
words, to prevent the alienation df iniheri- 
lances frpm that particular tribe to which 
they .belonged — ^were of the greateft cpnfe- 
<|uence in the fcheme of Providenee with re- 
fpe<St to the Meffiah : for thefe regulations fe- 
Cured liberty of perfon, equality of fortunesr^ 
and order of faofiilies. Whence was fecured 
Chrift's being of the feed of Abraham, of 
the tribe of Jiidah, and fgmily of David ; an^ 
iilfo Bethlehepi W4S preferved Id the triba 
of Judah and family of Dayid 5 and hence 
the prophecy concerning the place of our 
Saviour's birth was literally fulfilled. I 
mention thefe things as the very foundation 
of thofe laws, which fhew that they «e 
wholly local and temporary, evidently cal- 
culated for 2ipartieular people^ under partieU'- 
lar circumftances :-«r-fo I conclude that the 
obligation of Deut, xxv. 5, has ceafed with 
the rcafons of it, and all others of the like 

S 2 ^^ defcription. 
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defcrlption. It appears from Gen. xxxviiL 
89 that it was a. law among the patriarchs ; 
but it was lefs rigorous under the Mofaical 
than the Patriarchal difpenfation : For with 
refpedl to the former, if the man did not 
like *^ to take his brother's wife," (Deut. 
XXV. 7*) h,t was not compellable, and his 
only punifhment for refufal was a flight tem- 
porary contemptuous treatment. It can 
hardly be fuppofed then that it made in this 
one cafe polygamy a duty, when any man 
whatfoever, in the capacity of a brother, or 
rather of a relation, had a power of refufal.. 
Ifi^ like a writer on the other fide of the 
queftion, I was ingenioufly to turn every 
little circumftance to my purpofe, however 
foreign or unapplicable, and however infigni- 
ficant nuignify its importance, I might 
make much of the circumftance of brethren 
dwelling together — I niight fay, with great 
plaufibility, that it intimates their being of 
the fame family and boufe 1 but when mar- 
ried, they could not be in that predicament, 
but muft be of another family and another 
boufe ; and hence I might exclude all mar- 
ried men from the obligation of this law. 

If 
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If the firft kinfman^ whofoever he was, ais 
well as the reft, had a power of refufal, wc 
may very properly exclude married men ; but 
by the exclufion of men of this defcription,' 
the intention of this law was not likely to 
be prevented ; becaufc, on this law, any of 
the kindred of the deceafed childlefs huf- 
band might marry his widow, for the pur- 
pofe of prcferving his name, who were con-* 
fidered in this cafe as brothers. Then, if 
this is matter of fadt, which we muftaamit^ 
except we rcfufe the clear evidence of the 
Bible, there could be no inconvenience in 
the exemption of married men. That hav- 
ing a wife already is a fufficient apology for 
refufal,-— or, in other words, that married 
men were exempt from the obligation of 
Deut, XXV. 5, — is evident from the cafe of 
Mahlon's next kinfman and Ruth his. widow, 
as is recorded in Ruth iv. This fhews there 
were exceptions to the law, the univerfaJity 
of which has been much cbntended for, 
for certain evident reafons— though contrary 
to the coivtext and this particular cafe. The 
kinfman, undoubtedly, had many reafons for 
his refufal, and, among the reft,^ his being 

S 3 married 
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married alifeady . Scripture dofc* not wartanf 
my faying this 5 but ftiil I have very good 
aHthority for it, which I ihall prefcntly ad** 
duce. It rhuft appear to tvery one, that the 
rcafon afligned in the Biblfc is prudential 1 
but when "vve call to our recolfeftion thfe 
y^eiikjh cMlfolky, the efli^hdd reafon is vfefy 
important indeed :-^his -ftwri •eftate-^I meaft 
the kinftnaai^8-*-from the reitemptron priw^ 
Alight have gone out of the femUy \ 4Si iii- 
conveniincc which the law liad bften carfeftil 
to prevent. But as polygamy, thfeugh coA* 
trary to law, was connived at, th* tefiiig 
an inheritance^ which the iaw]guarded agaiftft> 
and "cuftom had taught them to »verentfft> 
inight appear, as it certainly was in the *b6ft 
ftatc of thiftgs, the greater mifchief . J©&- 
|>hus, a feiithful hiftorian, ipeafciftg of this 
affair, fays, that he refufed 4iAd ftje^dd thfe 

tiq. lib.ix. c. 5. fed. 4.-^^* Sayifighe had 



>^^y ** a Mife and chii4i%n llftady." When I 
\ /^d -confider Jofq>h««'s ch^mftas «id p»*iGH*- 
'^^ lavly his fidelity and iftftfefeiWfe kiioWtedge^ 
^ - Jewifli aflfeir&, I ato inclinfed to admit tfeife 
\^^ ^ri»ci|^ i^fofi^, ^h<$Uglh un&<>«ic^ ib 
> -^ ^ /4*^. / / / / Scripture, 
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Scripture, which we can only attribute tO'^e^ p^^>^ 
its ufual concifenefs. If we admit this, it--^^^^^ 
will evidently lead to another conclufion, ** ^ ^^^ 
that no man, upon any account, who had z.^-^^-j^^^ 
wife and children, ought, while that wife ^^^-^^^^ 
lived, to marry another. But I will fay no ^^' *"• 
more of a law that is expired of courfe, its 
particular obje<ft being gained— a law which 
has now no exiftcnce but among the Indians, 
Perfians, and fome of the Tartars, who re- 
tain many of the cuftoms, and much of the 
fimplicity, of the antient inhabitants of the 
Eaft. 

From this fcriptural enquiry, thus far 
profecuted with a moft earneft defire to dif- 
cover what is truthy it appears, that the 
Pentateuch, thofe books which immediately 
contain the laws of Mofes, has no law, ex- 
prefs or implied, for the general benefit of 
mankind, or any particular neceffity, or txt 
pediency, whereby polygamy is nude a h£t^ 
ing or temporary duty : — ^but on the con- 
trary, it is plainly forbid by two laws, as has 
been noticed, of obligation as lafting as 
mankind. The alerters of the contrary 

S 4 dodrine 
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doftrine are not able to get rid of thefc ;-<— 
they only fay that fome temporary inftitutions 
of Mofes among the Jews^ adapted to th© 
particular genius of that people, fpeak a 
different language ; and this is the whole of 
their oppolition— r-a pitiful attempt to ac- 
commodate /aw to pra£iice 1 But what they 
fay is not true :— even if it was, what would 
it amount to ? Simply this — Mofes, forpar-r 
ticular temporary reafons, indulged his peo- 
ple in the pradtice of polygamy ;—^ but, 
*' from the beginning it was not fo," as our 
Saviour faidin the cafe of divorces. Indeed,, 
there is a ftriking fimilarity between thefe 
two — I mean as to the reafons of their being 
offences againft the law of God ; — their in-, 
convenien^ies, as to fociety> are alike, and 
fo are their violations of the primary com-^ 
maud about marriage 5 For they alike, — \. 
mean in the nature of the thing — deftroy the 
infeparaf^ility of the perfons. of the two — fo 
neceffary in the matrimonial union, that our 
Saviour made it an argument againil divorce. 
From this argument of the infepar ability of 
the perfons of the two,, he concluded againft 
divorc? in all cafeSj^ except Itt* tj^w'^^i,— -rfor 

adultery. 
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adultery, proftitution, or any carnal conw 
merce with another, which evidently dif- 
folves it. From a parity of reafon, poly- 
gamous contracts muft be unlawful, becaufe 
they diflblve the infeparability of the perfons 
of the two. To fay that this is no argu- . 
ment againft polygamy, is in efFedt to fay, 
that it is none againft divorce ; and is re-* 
fufing tp admit the evidence of the great 
Emmanuel, the fountain of all wifdom;. 
and who fways the righteous fceptre of hea-^ 
ven. Though mortals may be miftaken, 
mifled, or wicked enough to miflead others, 
certainly it is a blafphemy, unknown among 
Chriftians, to fay that Chrift, the Image of 
the invifi.ble Gody ufed an argument that was 
not founded in truth. In fhort, we are re- 
duced to this alternative, either to fay that 
Chrift brought np argument, convincing and 
fatisfadlory agaiqft divorce, from the divine 
law; or, that the argument brought, con- 
cludes equally againft polygamy, as againft 
its immediate objedtr-rdivorce, 

/ 

r 

Iflatter myfelf, that, iq my obferva-i 
tions pn the laws of Mofes, which have come 

under 
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under my confideration, I have reprefented 
rightly the intention of that Icgiflator. I 
have confidcrcd the Scriptures — ^I mean the 
Old and. New Teilaments*--a8 one regular, 
uniform, confiftent fcheme ; and in confe- 
quence of my confidering thefe as dependent 
fjrftems, I have fuppofed them to fpeak a 
language accordingly, and was unwilling to 
pwt a language on any particular part, even 
though it might feem to incline that way 
thdt was contrary to the plain intelligible 
parts in general. To find inconfiftencies in 
Scripture, and particularly between the Old 
Teftament and the New Teftament, is all 
thw the enemies of Revelation want. There 
is a wonderful harmony, as Leflie dbferves 
in his Theological Works : — « The Gofpel 
^ is the befl: c&mmenf upon the hw, and the 
^ hw is the ieji exfojitor of the Chjpel .•— 
^ they are like a pair of indentures, they 
** anfwer in every part ; — their harmony is 
*« wonderful.** Vol. L page 75. Then, 
as it would be wrong to rejeft either, fo we 
fliould be particularly careful not to rejeft 
the ** pattern for the ^ypes.** 

With 
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With refpcft to pol)rgamy in particular^ 
1 find the prohibition of it a pdfitive kw> 
aftd not the law of the Bible only, but alfo 
ef the N*ew Teftament ; I conclude, ther©* 
fore, t^at I have rightly interpreted thofe 
texts, that cnfy feemed to favour the con-* 
trary : and I am the more inclined to be of 
this opinion, when I call to my^'ecolkaiSfii 
that the mo^etn Jews forbid polygamy oii 
the authority of fome paflage§ of ^criptuitw 
But it may be faid that this is the Talmud, 
and that is very corrupt : I admit tkat Scrip- 
ture is in Ifome places much o^cured lf)r 
Talmudical expcfitions — I mean where Adre 
Is ^ y&Sf intardRing reafon. Aiid with rie^ 
^^&Qi to tl^ testt of the Talmud, it has cer<^ 
feaiiily ma^y variatioii^ from the vulgar text % 
4iut m ftrnie pkces it Aill contains, in thole 
variations, the true readings as Dr. Kennicotft 
lias t^nfirmed by feverai inftances— for I 
^dSTert this upon his a;uthority. It is wd% 
icnown that the Talmud is a certain edition 
of tStue fiible^ <:ompofed, as ts generally al^ 
lowed, between the years 150 and 500— 
t^xt mA double ccmment-Ha. collection 6£ 
^itfl *nftiitio«S> which ibme J«vs formerly 

held 
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as I conceive, in the example of the moderii 
Jews, which is exadtly agreeable to th^ Qiblc 
in general ; not to menti,on a vaft number of 
inferior authorities, as well as the partici^}^^ 
paflages themfelves, which perhaps is mpft 
material to be noticed. Indeed, it is ex- 
aftly conformable to thefe : for the modQ]::^! 
Jews oblige a fingle man, if he debauched 
a virgin, to marry her ; — but if he is a quar- 
ried man, he is obliged to maintain her. 
This is the very fpirit of th6 recited laws in 
Exodus and Deuteronomy; therefore they 
do not, for female fecurity, make polygamjp 
expedient. 

■ 

After thefe incidental refledHpns, which 
I hope the reader will not confider as imper- 
tinent or ufclefs, having gone through the 
Pentateuch, I will now proceed immediately 
to a review of the hiftorical part of .t;h^ 
Bible : — ^and the firft paflage that here pre- 
fcnts itfelf is 2 Sam. xii. 8. which is repre- 
fented as very formidable to the anti-polyga* 
mills ; for it is faid, that *^ is fb conclufiv? 
.*' a proof of God's allowance of polygamy, 
^* that writers on the other fide of the 

I. 

^* queftion 
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^ queftion have not been able to get rid of 
^ it, but by a downright corruption of the 
•• text I* ''—which, I doubt not, will very 
foon appear a downright falfity i and, agree- 
able to the principles of that writer, who 
is incefTant in his attempts to accommodate 
Scripture to his fyftem. — 2 Sam, xii. 8, has 
nothing at all to do with polygamy : — th« 
particular words arc, according to ourtranf- 
lation, *^ I gave thee thy mafter's houfe, and 
^* thy matter's wives into thy bofom, and 
•^ gave thee the houfe of Ifrael and of Ju- 
•* dah." And it is faid before, in the 7th 
verfe, ** I anointed thee king over Ifrael j" 
that is, called David to that dignity, not 
nominal, but with the inveftiture of all its 
powers and appendages s— in other words, 
conferred all the rights of fovereignty . His 
having his mailer's houie and his matter's 
wives given into his proteftion, — for that is 
the meaning of hfom here, which implies 
a paternal kingly care — ^was no more in 
reality than his fovereignty over them. In- 
deed, all things that belonged to the prede- 
Ceflbr in the kingly office^ went to the fuc- 

* Thelyphthora, Vol* I. page 1 1^, 

ceflbr } 
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cefTor ; and the wives of a king went along 
with his lands and goods :^-~not as the fame 
unalienable property by right of poflcflion; 
but for protci^on and maintenance, fiat it 
does not follow that David married any of 
thefe widows of his predecefibr^ or that God 
willed it: — ^all that appears is, they were 
delivered into his pofTenion as a prattSoti 
but not as a hufband, by cujiomary right :— 
they would not have been mentioned at all, 
but to fliew that he was inveftcd with ail tbt 
rights of fovereignty^ of which thefe were 
particulars. For here David's ingratitude 
feems to be reproved, in forfaking the law 
of God, after he had been preferred, whicli 
he had no right to exped, to the higheft 
dignity immediately by Cod^-^tgal p9wer 
over his feledted people ; and therefore his 
obligations to obey his . God were greater 
This is evidently the purport of the 7th and 
8th verfes. David was anointed king im«- 
mediately by God's command, and fettled 
in his kingdom, by being delivered out of the 
hands of Saul, and then he was invefted with 
all the rights of a king in reality, (verfe 8.) 
When God had done this great honour to an 

humble 
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humble fliephcrd, and would have conferred 
any other benefits, well might the prophet 
fay, " Wherefore haft thou defpifed the 
*• commandment of the Lord ?" If this is 
a juft reprefentation of 2 Sam. ch. xii. 7, 8* 
then there is not a word about polygamy, 
either good or bad — fo of courfe it is here 
neither approved or condenrined. 

Since writing the above, I have looked 

. • into Patrick's Commentaries *, wherein it is 

afierted, on the authority of Maimonides, 

' ,. ^ that, among the Jews, ** no fubjeft might 

. *• have fo much as the horfe of a king, no 

** more than his fccptre and crown ; much 

*^ lefs his widow, or one divorced, who was 

f /r A '^ to remain a widow to the day of her death.*' 

<^* ^ And it is further aflerted : *^ The wife of a 

^jf^ . */ king is to be married to none elfe 5 for 

m^Lis^ V ^^^ *^^ ^^^S cannot legally marry the 

}J^c7c^ ** widow of his predeceflbr ; or one divorced 

J ** by him ^^ — ^which puts the matter out of 

all doubt, and refers to Selden, lib. i. de 
Uxore Heb. cap. 10. and Carpzovius upon 
Schickard's Jus Regium, page 441. 

• Vol. II. page 30S. 

With 
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With refpe<3: to 1 Kings, ch. xii. 2. and 
2 Chron. ch» xxiv. 3. approving the fad of 
Jehpida's taking two wives— if, indeed, fuch 
approbation is really implied by their united 
teftimony — I cannot conceive any thing in 
proof of polygamy ^ becaufe it does not 
appear that they were both taken at the fame 
time ; — that is, both wives to the fame huf-: 
band at the fame time : — rnor does it appear 
who they were taken for. The. Hebrew 
verb Ntl^i fignifies to take for one*s felf . a 
wife, as well as to take a wife for anotherV 
and is ufed in both thefe fenfes in the Bible. 
(Ezra, ch, ix. 2. and Nehem. ch. xiii. 25.). 
If we fuppofe Jehoida taking thenxfor him-* 
felf, which is, the moft probable opinion, and 
fupported by the beft authorities, then the. 
firft wife muft be either dead or. divorced;, 
for it was contrary to the law*. — as recorded in 
Lev. ch. xxi. 13, 14. — for a High Prieft to 
have rnore than one wife at a time. That 
Jehoida was the High Prieft is evident :— -in-, 
deed, the many circumftanccs related of him,j 
plainly fpeak him of that order, fuch as his 
condu(S and nianagement of things, relating; 
to the Temple, and particularly hi$ anoint- 

T ing 
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ing the king. As he was an exemplary p^o^ 
moter of the honour of God. and a reformer 
of religion in Judah^ I cannot even fuppofe 
that he violated the law by being polyga- 
mous. But if it be contended that him is 
the relative to Jeboajbj the Icing, becaufe tho 
chief fubjed of the hiftory, — yet it does 
Hot appear that thofe wives were brought to 
him both at a time. The Scripture is filent 
as to the circumilances of time and place 
with refped to taking thofe wives :-'^to iky 
then that they were both wives to the king 
at the fame time^ is not only unjuftifiable^ 
but abufing the filence and concifenefs 4>£ 
the Bibk. In ^* all thoic days wherein Je- 
'^ hoida the priefl inflruSied the king/' he 
might very eafily have two fucceffive wives i 
Wii Scripture does not warrant us to fpeak, 
'^^y/ ^^OT fuppofe^ anything elfe. That thofe wives 
^ A^ ^ \ were in fucceffion \%fcriptural and natural to 
^ fuppofe ; and I am the more inclined to be 

of this opifiion/ when I find the Bible giving 
teftimony to the reS:itude of the condu<a of 
the king^ while that condud: was direifbed 
by the immediate inilrudion of the High 
Prieft. I oannot conceive the Bible approv-^ 

ing 
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ing any thin^ that w^s a violation of the 
law :— PQW as pdygamy was a viotation of t6i( 
faw. — :Prgo> I conclude it is not approved 
here. Tq fay nothing of LeV, cjl, xviii. 1 8. 
God in the l^eginning gave a folemn fandioif 
to monogamy 9 and flu^wed his approbation of 
that conj undtion of the fexes only j; there^ 
fore the contrary is not matrinu^niah but mi-^ 
retriciow ;-^but tq fay, fjfom the J^efltimppy 
of 2 Chron. :?:yiv. 3, that Gpd there difap- 
proves vhajt he o»jce ijpilenjnly approved by 
his own folemn ^£t*^^x that h^ has chai^ged 
his mind upon the fuhjefl;— or th^ij the nar 
ture pf good and evil are chaiigpd,— -ar^ 
ai&rtioni$ th^t deferve a ^evejer paip^ th^ 



Pkocj:ej)inc to look further iatp th^ ^ 
hiftorical part of the Bible, we find nothing ^ '\^^^ 
immediately for our purpofe, nor in th^ '^-^A;^ 
dpftriaal or prophetical revelatjions of the 
divine wijl, till wjb come to MsJi^^i^ except 
general diffaufives ^Qn;i uacliei^nefs and abuf^ 
of the marriage -* ordinance ; which our in- 
geijious opponent^, I doubt npt, ^eprepare4' 
to confine tp fowe partiQVilar c^ ; and if 

T 2 any 
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any thing was hinted to be implied, it would 
be difgraced with the appellation of an igno-- 
rant comment, notwithftanding their own 
praiftice arid dexterity of forming doftrines 
by implication and conftruftion : — a liberty 
which they feem inclined to deprive us of. 
But to feturn to Malachi :— We are told that 
he was the laft of the twelve leflcr prophets, 
who prophefied only three hundred years be- 
fore Chrift, and who feverely reproved the 
people for theif grofs violations of the law, 
as alfo the priefts, for a fhameful and fcanda- 
lous negledt of their duty. The priefts, 
who Jhould keep knowledge , and from whom 
the people fhould learn the law, they being 
** the meflengers of the Lord of hofts," — 
chap.ii, 7. — ;had " departed out of the way" 
themfelves — ^had ** caufed many to ftumble 
** at the law,*' (verfe 8.)-^and, befides other 
things, they had been ** partial in the law,'* 
Verfe 9. And hence, probably ^ proceeded 
that unholy pradlice among the people, which 
the prophet reproves, of putting away their 
Jewifh wives, an^ taking heathen women — 
exprefled in the pible by the daughter of a 
ftrange god — to wife in their ftead, diredlly 

contrary 
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contrary to politive law, as recorded Deut, 
ch. vii. 3. By this illicit and unholy pro- 
cedure, and injurious treatment of their 
wives, they provoked their God, and necefli- 
tated thofe helplcfs wives to importune 
Heaven for redrefs ; who, for this purpofe, 
covered the altar of the Lord with tears, 
weeping, and lamentation. In confequence 
of thus imploring the Divine interference, 
the Almighty declares by his prophet, that 
he will not accept the facrifices of men, who 
thus contenin his laws-— nay, even juftice and 
humanity. They fay, ** Wherefore ?" — at- 
tempt to juftify themfelves-r— but may be re- 
plied to thus ; The wife you now wrongly 
divorce, for the unhallowed purpofe of taking 
an idolatrous heathen one, was the aflbciate 
and choice of your youth, and then you 
folemnly engaged to live with her in undi- 
vided love; but now, regardlef§ of that 
folemn contract, you deal very treacheroufly 
with your wives in thus putting them away. 
And this reafonin^ is further ftrengthencd 
by the prophet reminding the Jews of the 
^rji injiitution of marriage^ as our Saviour 
did afterwards in a fimilar cafe :-^^* and did 

T ^ '' not 
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tvoman. As to the undue tranfpofition of 
the word, I am inclined to believe that a 
miftake; and therefore muft diflent from 
Madan's tranflation — ** Did not one make,*' 
which is an evident tautology 5 for the very 
lame is faid at verfe i o, which begins a fee- 
tion concerning unjuft divorce : therefore I 
am inclined to think that one relates to the 
firft woman, who was a part of the firft 
man 5 and the firft pair being reprefented in 
Scripture as parts of the fame whole ^ and 
cemented by marriage, conveys a ftrong idea 
of the infepirability of the perfons of a 
married pair, and is the ftrongeft argument 
that can be brought againft caufclefs divorce.. 
Thus I think — and in thinking thus I ho- 
nour that Saviour who redeemed me ; for he 
made ufe of this argument for the fame pur- 
pofe :— ^nd I am the more inclined to be of 
this opinion, when I contemplate what fol- 
lows : *' Had he not the remainder of the 
** fpirit" — ^power— -whereby he could have 
created more than one woman? — ^* And 
'* wherefore one?'* He (the Lord) that 
was witnefs between the hufband and wife 
in his youth, hereby Jought a boiy feed.-^ 

T 4 Certainly 
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Certainly Monogamy beft fervcs one chief 
end of marriage — the religious education of 
children ; and hence a feed of God — a holy 
feed — a godly feed — is produced, as well as 
by preventing intermarriages with idolatrous 
women, who, undoubtedly, would have been 
ready to educate their children in their own 
principles, and thus would have eftrangcd 
them from Jehovah, and an unholy feed 
would have been the confequence. This 
cannot be denied. It muft alfo be admitted, 
that the prophet was here principally re- 
proving unjuft divorce, and reprefenting, in 
ftrong colours, infidelity and its confe- 
qucnces \ but as the prophet refers verfe 1 5 
to the inftitution of marriage in Paradife, 
which Infinite Wifdom made ufe of as an argu- 
ment againft wanton divorce, and which is 
the moft conclufive argument that can b? 
brought, I conclude that this reference car- 
ries with it an /Vw^//V^ approbation of that 
conjunftion of the fexes : — I contend for no 
more : — ^prophetic approbation is the appro- 
bation of God, and, whether dired: or im- 
plied, amounts to the fame thing ; — in fbort, 
though the peculiar difpofition of the Jews, 
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or local circumftances, might make it iie- 
ceffary (to avoid greater mifchiefs) to con- 
nive at the pradlice of polygamy, yet it was 
in itfelf difpleafing to the Deity :- — He ap-^ 
proved of the contrary at firft, and what he 
once approved, he muft always approve r-^ 
but to fay that he has changed his mind 
upon the fubjed, militates againft his attri- 
bute of unchangeablenefs. An approbation 
of monogamy is neither more nor lefs than a 
difapprobation of the contrary — I mean par- 
ticularly with refpefl: to the Scripture-paflage 
I have been commenting on. In a reproof 
of unjufti liable divorce, it was rational for 
the prophet to refer to the beft pattern of 

» 

marriage j — in other words, what God ap- 
proved, in order to fhew its obligation. But 
is this reference a mere nullity ? If it is, the 
difpute is fettled : but if it carries with it i 
commendation, which it muft, if it is any 
argument, then we muft attend to it as a 
mode of matrimonial union fuggefted, — -of 
rather, I ought to fay, commended by the 
Holy Ghoft 5 even though no fuch inference 
may be made in the Bible^ 
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'' Tnt Lord the God of IfracI faith, that 
f * he hateth putting away," (vcrfc 1 6) which 
ihews that divorce (in that latitude it was 
allowed to the Ifraelitea) was not pleafing 
lA itfelf to the Deity j belides, ft is difagrec- 
able to God wAen one covers his garment with 
i)ioUnce^ as Dr, Pocock tranflates it, who has 
given a very clear and fatisfadtory fenfe of 
this phrafe, and has proved, from the tefti- 
mony of feveral Eaftern Writers, that they 
ufually call a wife by the name of a garments 
The expreffion of Mofes in Deut, xxii. 30. 
Agrees alfo with this mode of fpeaking. The 
paffage then will evidently mean that it was 
hateful to God, either to bring into a family 
an illegitimate wife bejGides one that had been 
legally ititfried before, or unjufliiiably to 
divorcee % >^iff^t whatever might be the ob-. 
jcft df the feparation ;— this pa0age there- 
fore is particularly unfavourable to poly-* 
gamy, as it is alfo to a great latitude of di- 
vorce. In confe^uence of thefe things being 
hateful to the God of Ifrael, his people are 
admoniihed to take heed to their fpirit--^ 
AFFECTIONS — that they a£l not unfaithfully 
towards the wife of their youth i but that 

eaqh 
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each live with ih^ wife of hife youth in un-» 
divided afttdion^ mindful of the folemn 
covenant between them, to which God ikd 
beeh a witnefs. If the reader is of the fansft 
Opinion that I am of upoh this occa(ion> it 
wilj be unneceffary to advertife him of thd 
Contradi(Sbion that has prevailed among thofe 
who have departed from the true fenfe, a$ 
appears to tAt, of Mai. ii* 15. M^daft fky* 
dne refers to the Dcity-^-Kxthef s fay that it 14 
fpoken of Abiraham, as appeai*s in the notti 
of an old edition of the Bible :-^** The one t 
^* this the interpreters reckon to be fpoki^ 
** of Abraham*," This confufion and con- 
tradifltion is a n^ccflary confequence, and will 
always be the cafe, when the moft probabld 
and obvious meaning is departed from fof 
the fuggeAioHS of fancy and imaginatioil. 
But fhould the reader think that both Mad^ 
ahd tti^felf zt6 prejudiced in our illucidaiions 
of thi4 text, which perhaps may be in fome 
hjeafure true, I will produce a moft refpec- 
table and learned authority, who was not ia 
this predicament, but wrote for general in* 
formation, . without the intention of cfta- 

♦ Printed in the year iS49> with Tindal's prefaces* 

bliftiing 
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bliihing any favourite hypothefis ; and I 
think he had a right view of the matter. 
This candid commentator fays, " Among 
t^ various interpretations of the words, this 
*^ fccms moft probable, that the prophet 
*^ piits the Jews in mind of the firft infti- 
^* ttition of marriage in paradife, (as Chrift 
•* did afterwards upon a like occafion. Mat, 
** xix. 5.) and tells them God made but 
^* one man at firft, and made the woman out 
** of him,'' (then the objection taken from 
the ufe of the n^afculine gender is of no 
weight) ** when he could have created more 
•* women, if he had pleafed. To inftrudl 
^* men that this was the true pattern of 
^* marriage ordained for true love and undi- 
^* videdafFedion, aiid beft fcrving the chief 
** end of m&trimony, viz, t\it religious edu^ 
^* cation of children ; whereas in polygamy^ 
** the children are brought up with more 
^^ or lefs care, in proportion tq the affec- 
*^ tion men bear to their wives/' Lowth's 
Comment, page 519. This interpretation 
is diredly oppofite to Madan's opinion.-^ 
Comparifons in general are odious; but 
fuppofing thefe mien equal in abilities;^ can 

the 
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the lingle and unfupported opinioii of the 
abettor of polygamy, who is evidently pre- 
judiced, and labouring to fupport a favourite 
hypothcfis diredtly repugnant to the united 
tejimony of Holy Writ, be put in compcr* 
tition vv^itk the author I have juft quoted. 
Who had no objed: but the good ol* nian-i 
kind, and to wrhofe interpretation learned 
writers have in general aflented ? If there ig 
any truth in the above comment, we muft 
conclude, on the authority of Malachi, that 
polygamy is not agreeable to God, any more 
than ivanton divorce i-r-indeed they are nearly^^ 
allied in their caufes, confequences, afid 
nature of offence — being equally, or rather 
iimilarly, violations of t\i^ original marriag€^ 
injiitution. 
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So much for the Bible ponfonant to the 
law of God, independent of pra<ftice. With' > 
refped to what I have aflerted, I have no- 
other wifh than that it may be compeared 
with the original Scriptures^ and ftand or 
fall by their teftimony ; for in all cafes, wc 
fhould have the beft evidence the nature of 
thQ thing will admit of. This is a maxim 

of 
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of our law» 9od it 19 a wife one. I n<ed4 
nDt remiad my re^r^ what miflal^e; aieq 
Biay be kd into by the mere fouod of word* 
in a tranflation^ without coniidering theif 
true import ; and whoever reads the firi&urft 
on the Hfily Scriptures by Voltaire, thai 
malicious and ignorant revikr of fJ!^m% will 
haviC convincing proofs of the truth of thiss 
tod will eafily difcover that be has been le4 
into his miftakes by fome Latin and French 
trsnjlations. But, for the confolati^n of hia 
admirers, I will beg leave to &y, thait amidi^ 
]^ps of nonfenfe ov^ may fometime^ Hnd a 
finfibk expro^on: and wi^ refpe^ to th« 
original language of the Scrip»tures, we 
ihould interpret that according to the ana^ 
logy of the divine law, and not according 
to "the mere found of the words, or what 
^ey may literally imply in iqUfit particular 
pAlSTagesj AQd it will not ^ improper to 
Qompare our opinions witfi <he interpreta- 
tions of nien eminent for ^eir learning. 
From confideripg only the Englifh transla- 
tions, mtn may he .led into many errors-r J 
do not mean from any imperfe^ion in them, 
bttt from i^e indeterminattc meaning cf Seve- 
ral 
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ral Englifli wordis ;— -fp tj»t if z tmn cqmsf 
prejudiced to the reading, from th^ 1iQ}Xni 
of words, he may make them fpeak aAjr 
thing which his fancy fuggefts. The inter*^ 
preting Scripture from the mere found of 
words, remiods me of what Erafmus relates 
concermag zjriar, who, preaching from 
Luke ch. xvii. 17. which is in foijie Latio^ 
verfions, Nonne decern fa^i funt tnund^jr^ 
began to prove that there are ten worlds t 
but a wit ilandiBg by foon put an end to his 
harangue* by faying, &ed uhi funt novem .?«** 
But where nr^ the nine ? It were well i£ 
nothing but t^ofe laughable coniequenoci 
attended mifreprefentatkns of Holy, Scripture ^ 
but, on the contrary, it is well known ^h^ 
they have been produdiye of efie<5ts feriovii^ 
and tragical . The found of bceriticum devit^p 
in a Latin yorjfion of Tit. iii« lo. has authp^ 
rifed the Inq.uifitxon to burn thoufands aliv^ir 
under the denomination of heretics. It h^ 
been made to mean hariticum df W/il-*-n«i^ 
heretic from /^— put him from lifeii^©. 

* I will acquaint the reader who has not learned Lalin,' 
that .the fuhftamive nrnndus fignxfies world i the Adje6livift 
muttiu^ iigliiiies cUm^ ;wiiich Utter word is \iQXQ iuJiMl 
plural number* becaufe relating to the ten lepers. 

Other 
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18 jiift as ftrong as n£w ; for whoever heard 
t\i2Ltglafs was the nveaker for being oldr'—r 
The clergyman gently reproved the igno- 
rance and folly of this facetious gentleman, 
by aiking him if he underftood Greek ?— 
'' Greek, Sir ?— No, Sir.— What has Greek 
to do with it ?— -A bottle is a bottle, whe- 
ther in Greek or Englifti — every body knows 
that, and that an o/d bottle is juft as good 
and as ftrong as a new one'' — ** Not quite. 
Sir," replied the other, " if they are made 
of leather or ^/>rx"— which was the faft as 
to the bottles Chriil fpeaks of, as their Greek 
name "A^or— which fignifies a leathern bottle 
or veffdl, ufed to hold wine— evidently im- 
ports :-^-and indeed it is fo in many countriet 
even to this day, that people ufe ikins by 
way of Veffels to contain wine*,-— I need not 
tell my readers how ridiculous the facetious 
reviler of the Scriptures appeared upon this 
occafion. 

X HAVE recited thefe feveral caies merely 
as a caveat againft precipitate comments on 
Scripture in general, or any particular paf- 

* See Shaw's Travels, zd edit. 410. p. t4i. andN. $• 
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fkgei from t^e mere found of words iii *» 
traniktion^ without coniidering their real 
fenfe, by adverting to the original^ and the 
l^ours of the learned.^-^Mt^t having th^it' 
srttempted to fortify myfelf, and others in thfr 
ikmt provinGe> againft the infolent attacks of 
ignorance and frxconceivei opinion^ I will' 
proceed to confider the dodrine of the New 
Teftament> as it relates to polygamy. 

With refped to the New Tellament, 
Polygamy— fo far from receiving any en*, 
ccuragement from that quarter — is really: 
prohibited by it* Blackftone folemnly faysy 
^* Polygamy is condemned by the law o£ 
^* the New Teffcament,"— vol. I- page 436* 
yih edit* 8yo. of his Commentaries. And 1 
doubt not but thi^ aiTcrtion. of that learned 
and great Lawyer will be verified in our pre«^ 
lent fcripturui enfuiry. Matthew xix. 5. ia 
full to the purpofe, and fatisfa(9x>ry : — - 
«flro»1«i 01 ^0 IK «r»/>it« /»»«> — two Jhall be one Jlejh — 
that is> /w^ only. This is a reference to a 
eertain pattern 6f mairrlage, particularly 
with refpfed to tfefe indiflblubility of the 
connediion and infeparability of the perfons 

of 
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of the i wo, in order to bring a conclufive 
argument againft wanton and caufeieft di-^ 
vorce. But without flopping to contemplate 
the conclufiyencfs of our Saviour's drgumeflt 
^inft divorce, I proceed to fiy that hi^ re- 
ftrence to, and exhibition of, the paitfcrA of 
marriage^ as exemplified by Gdd iii Paradifci 
is neither nK>ne n6r lefs than hiftkirtg l pre^ 
teient of it :— frorti whence I conclude', that 
it was the Will of Chrift that mo tihlj (hxmld 
be maty-immdity <dJI*i^i^;— indeed it was 
the will of Gcldfrbni the begihttih|-Mt\vaS 
in 'itfelf> exclufiVe of any tirfcutnftartces> 
whether of perfons> time, orplieicei themoft 
pleafihgto him, being good arid Hght;*--^ 
and hence th^t Jblemn denumiatiimy in the 
tifht df frimzeiiAl intiotencf^ wir^ then was 
lio nece/pty to atc'mmodnte inflkuti^ks fd de- 
f raved tAdfiners'-^ke two Jhall he one fiejh. 
From this appointment— this a€t <)f God — 
^appeaf s the faeredri^fs bf the iHftttutioh-^tkj; 
i^ntiquity of it-^the clofehefi of the conju- 
gal tie— the ftrength of matrimbiiial love jj-^- 
the exiftende of Which teqUffifei of MAf- 
riage I conceive to be, while huSiih hatui*e 

■ .-•■ is 
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with refped to divorce in particular^ we may 
very confidently fuppofe to be permitted by 
him^ to avoid fome greater mifchief« It was 
permitted, as our Saviour fays, on account 
qf the hardnefs of the hearts of the Jews ; 
and they being, as Grotius rightly repre- 
fents them, a people impotentis ira — of un-- 
ffyotmable rj|gf^, would have ill-treated wives 
difagreeable to them ; nay, probably would 
have murdered them^ if they had not had 
the liberty of divorcing them : fo that the 
kw of divorce was then entirely accommo* 
dated to the difpofition of a particular peo-« 
pie I and though in fome meafure a fujpenfion 
of the primary law ofmarriage^^ mean with 
refpedt to its obligations— ^yet temporary cir^ 
eumftances n^ade it expedient. It was in 
fome meafure alfo ^temporary inconvenience, 
but produi^ive. of a greater temporary good. 
Now who will dare to fay, that even the 
permifiion of a temporary evil, which is 
produdive of a prepoUent good, is incon- 
fiftent with the divine attributes ? The 
Deity alfo tpay, confidently enough with his 
attribute of unchangeablenefs,, i\poA impor* 
iUnt occafions, difpenfe with his own laws. 

U 3 The 
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The fdft of David's eating the fhew"-breM»v 
and being blamelefs, which was lawful only 
for the prieds to eat, is one of the ievera^ 
inftances that might be produced : ^nd^ mo^ 
probably, fome peculiarities of dilpofitions^ 
which the climate niight render lefs goyenv^ 
able, might be the reafon of the c^nniv0uc^ 
at the prai5licc of polygamy. But ChriiU- . 
anity and its author abhor this heathei| 
praftice^ God— «t«ri i^^ns ^^^^s^^mmtr^from the ke^' 
ginning of the creation^ Mark x. 6. — ma^fb 
the human kind male and female ; and, like: 
the reft of the animate creation, in pairSj^ iqf 
the propagation and education of their ipcf** 
cies ; and for this t^oT^r-^n%tf wni—becaufr 
of this, a man ftiall leave his father and hi* 
mother, and «po«5x>.u(iiKril«i — ngglutinatus- eribm^ 
Jhall be glued to his wife ; and thefe two^-^«or^* 
in other words, a pair, which is an erclu^ 
fion of any other number — fliall be onejbf^ 
in contemplation of law, and aKo by viTtuq 
of this cioft conne<ition, which, *P^ the na- 
ture of it, is evidently the mO^ inviolabl* 
bond of union, love, and fr* nC^^^^ '~** 
onenefs of which cannot > if ^^^*^^* 
with a//7^~or, in other ^^^"^^^^^^t^^^^ ^ 

vords^ ft tm 
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two only. That polygamy is unlawful under 
the Chriftian ceconomy, is evident from the 
united teftimony of Matthew xix. <). and 
Mark x. 1 1 • which declares, that whofoever 
puts away his wife for any caufe except 
trj «<Qp»i'H3i-— -/^r proftitution — which evidently 
diflblves thematrimorxial bond''--^«»yait*'7<Ti,2^viD»» 
and marries another y commits adultery ; that 
IS, the mere adt of taking another wife to his 
bed, the marriage with his other being un^ 
diflblved, was adultery on the authority of 
the primitive inftitution of marriage : — then 

^ eU;i«r, if fuppofed to relate to the word yvuSkina^ would 
be improperly exprciTed by ffA2ilpiafry; becaufe yvm does not 
necieflarily fignify a wife ; it is a. general term diftingiiilh- 
ing a woman from a man. When there is a pofleffive 
joined to it, then it implies the marriage-relation. But 
that &^^>l* is the true resuiing, is evident iromthe uaiverfitf 
harmony of the Greek copies^ and the quotations of all 
the Fathers, who underftand it to be, as it certainly is,^ 
applied to any woman. Then whofoever, except for m- 
fontimnce^ divorces his wife, and takes in marriage ^Uxm-^ 
^another wotnaUi by ibhvdry aSi fMk^SirMj commits adultery^^ 
a^Chrift fays, Matthew xix. 9. and the parallel place in 
Markx. II. (peaks the fame thing, with the addition of 
the words Iw' av^f^againft her ; — that is, from a violation 
oC that fpatrimoQuil unic>Q» by carnal comn^erce with 
anpther, from which flie i& caufclefsly difmifled. 

; U 4 polygamy 
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^lygamy is adultery; becaufc if be> who 
having put away his wife wrongfully, mar- 
ried another, and that connexion was «iul« 
terous, it follows, from a parity gf reafoli, 
that he, who not having put away his wiie, 
marries another, mull be exadly in the fame 
predicament with refpedt to the primary 
command«~/i&^ ttvo Jhall be oneJUJb. Whi*- 
by, in his annotations oa Mark x, 1 1, hat 
proved this matter beyond a doubt;— ^ to 
which I beg leave to refer the reader. But 
then the writers on the other fide of the 
queftion, contend that this argumentation 
of Chrift was intended againft that latitude 
of divorce, which the fchool of HiHel had 
wrongly taught, Thi? alters not the point 
in queilion, nor does it make the evidence 
adduced lefs concluiive— -which indeed is fp 
plain a$ to force conviftion on the minds of 
the generality of mankind. However, I 
pretend not to deny that a queilion about 
divorces gave occafion for our Saviour's ob- 
fervations, which queftion was particularly 
attended to ; otherwife he cannot be faid to 
have replied to what the Pharifees aflced him ; 
^' Js it lawful for a Qian to put away his 

^* wife^ 
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•^ wife K»i» iTflMw «a««r---/ir any caufe?'—<yta 
the moil: trifling, as Hillel and his followers 
tiught— making a general rule of Deift. 
Qh. xxiv, 3. which only in a particular cafe 
allows a huiband to divorce his wife if he 
bate her. The fchool of Shammah taught: 
quite a diflferent dodlrine— that the wife 
could only be put away for adultery. The 
law of Mofes allowed divorce, if a wife 
was disagreeable from fome uncleannefs in her ^ 
(Deut, xxiv. i^) which, from what our Sa- 
viour fays, it is evident .could not be adul- 
tery or fornication i — befides, the law ap- 
pointed another punifhment for thefe enor- 
mities. The ground of divorce feems to be 
the woman's being leperous, or ofFenfivc by 
fome bodily difeafe — fome impurity of body. 
So then it appears, that the two famous 
fchools I have juft mentioned, were both^ 
with refpedt to their notions about the ground 
of divorce, contrary to the law of Moibs. 
Hence the queftion of the Pharifees feems 
an artful one— evidently calculated to render 
him ofFeniive-— obnoxious to fome party \ — r 
and therefor?^ in putting the queftion^ they 
are reprej(ented w^K^Sii^o^Ai^^^-^tempting him. — 

If 
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If our Saviour had intended, the continuance' 
of the Mofaic law of divorce, he would have' 
apjjeakd to it in his anfwer^ and fliewn the 
corruptions of it i but, uninfluenced by the' 
lemporary inftitutions of Mofes, or the opi« 
iiklikS of the Jewish dodors, he referred to 
the original mtkk of marriage and ks o^Uga'^ 
tionsy as fettled by that Wifdom which can- 
not err, in the conjunftion of the firft pair ;- 
which could only be, and certainly was, 
fetisfedory and decifivc. If the Paradifaic 
pattern of marriage had been local or tem- 
pqflary, no general argument could have been 
drawn from it ; but that it was not in that 
^pedicamcnt. Is evident from our Saviour's 
appeal to it, and no objeftion being made 
exir that account, if it had not been the 
beft, he vroujd not have referred to it j but 
t^ he did fefef to it, and not to any inftitu- 
tkm of Mofes, I conclude that whatever the 
law of Mofes might be, it was the will of 
Cbrifi^-^Ty in otfjer words, God, that twa 
only fhould be matrimonially connefted ; — ^ 
which wa:s bringing back marriage to itst 
l^riginal ifbrm^ therefore what Chrift faid 

Was; 
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was only declar*t;oiy of the h.Yi from the 

beginning. And with refpcft to divorce^) 

and the founclation of it^ aa iettled by Chrift^ : 

W€ evidently peyo^ive a repeal of the Mofaic : 

law I but; yet a Ati&, conformity to the ori*«*- 

ginaJl obli^atioas ^f imarriage. I have already: 

ohfervedji ths^t the Mofaic law ^divorce* 

was local and temporary, being founded on^ 

fome peculiarity of difpofition in his peo-* 

pk ; and bur Saviour witncflea the truth oft 

this > for be iays it veas v^k w ^xXfufoK^f^v-'Haty 

accoHHt ^' $he l)ardn^Js of tbeir hearts jf-— but: 

though juftiJSbaWe on the footing of ncecffity,: 

it Wias not confonant to the nature of thcxr 

matrimonial tic «• Apxir-^^w the beginning^^ 

It was permitted through neceffity :-^but 

how ?---r^was it only connived at .*— r-No ; i* 

was fan(5kioned by law. If Mofes was jufti-^ 

fiable in one mftanct in accommodating law 

to peculiarities of temper, which were in-* 

viftcihk, he vri% jqftifiable in others,! whcfi 

there was a iimilar necefflty, and a fortiori 

if not toleiated by law, but only connive^ 

at; — as was the cafb with refpe£t to tha 

praftice of polygamy. 
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: It feems thdti that Chrift^ againft caufeleftr 
divorce, exhibited a true pidure of marriage, 
and argued chiefly from the infeparability of 
the perfons of the two. Now if the per« 
fens of the uh^ are fo infeparable as Chrift 
repreients, the idea militates againil poly*^ 
gamous contrad:$ ; becaufe arty carnal com^ 
merce with another evidently diflblves the 
connection between the two, whether in a 
matrimonial or any other way ; otherwife it 
could not be the foundation of divorce-^i-or, 
in other words, difiblution of marriarge. It 
\» evident to every impartial man, that every 
ai^ument brought by Chriil on this occaiion, 
militates equally againft polygamy as againft 
divorce ;-*-*becau£b thefe arguments, drawn 
from the- lndi£blubility of the matrimonial 
connedion, as I have ofticn before obferved^ 
and now obferve again, to< rivet the attention 
of my reader to what is fo deferving of it, 
hold equally OA fc(oth fides :— nbdeed,. no folid 
argument can. b^ brought againft- one which 
will not iq efi^(3; be againft the other. But 
if the Mefti^ had not plamly forbid poly-* 
gamy, I can fee no reafon fqr what his Dif«- 
cipks obfcrved : — ** If the cafe of the man 

^' be 
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** be fo with his wife," oi <rvptfifu 7»^;(r»«— // fi 

not convenient-^hzTppy to marry. But if 
contra^ to the clofe connection of the ifw6 
enfy, plurality of wives was admitted, this 
inference would be a mere nullity ; — ^for the 
diredt contrary would be true> and every one 
might fay cvfififn o^m; becaufe marriage 
would bring with it pleafure, happinefs, and 
afieftion, in fome or other, though one or 
more might be hated or unclean. It feeras 
evident then that our Saviour was underftood 
by his own. Difciples, as forbidding poly* 
gamy in flain terms. But, however, this 
we are certain of, that he would not appeal 
to what he did not approve— what he ap- 
proved he muft recommend to pradice ;««-*i 
therefore, as we muft always fuppofe him 
fpeaking for general benefit and general in^ 
ilru&ion« and as fuch he approved publicftly 
a montngamous connection, as exemplified in 
■Paradife, we may fafely conclude, that he 
intended this of courfe for the diredtton tif 
all his followers, independent of a^ prac- 
tices among the Jews, whether iaodioml 
by law or cujionis prefcriptive ngJbt ;— alio, 
that this regulation of the commerce of the 

/exes 
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fexes is the beft^ wifeft, and moft coniiiieitf 
with nature and reafon, otherwife it woul4 
not have beea» in the perfeiS: fbite of perfons 
and things^ £ui£tified by divine authoi^ityk 
Hence alfo I conclude^ that it ts the nioft 
btaeficial to fociet/ that vi iir^tift two onfy 
A^euld be matriinonially connefbed^ as was 
firft CDOunanded and carried into execution 
by God bimfelf. Now^ as the moral intent 
q£ this connexion muft flill involve in it the 
I'W of fociety^ and as this raafon can never 
ce&ie, but with the preient fyftem of things^ 
I conliend that this law of "marriage^ which 
Is the law of God^ wasj is^ and eoer will hef 
in force, till time ihall be na more« AnA 
•M in the writings of the Evangelifts we find 
jlxo limitations or exceptions ipecified b^ 
GBLtA^ we muft conclude \\t intended nonct^ 
winch brings us ftilt to the famis point-^-^e 
firft inftitution is the Gofpd kw, rui^i di^ 
: rcdion, . or whatever you pleafe to call ii> 
for. the adjuftment of matrimony. The 
-fMxt objed of our enquiry will be, whether 
:or no there was unanimity of fentiment bi^ 
. tween Chrift and his Apoftles ? And their 
^^iftles^ which readmitted to be genuine, 

and 



P O L Y GAMY. ^of 

and to be wfit by thofc wfaofe names thftj^i 
bear^ muft^ and only can, determine qiiefw 
tions of this fort^ If diey be found to 
harmonize with the reft of the Scriptures^' 
which will very foon appear, then the ctri*» 
dence will be compleat and deciiive in my 
faTOur« 

St « Paul commands ust to avoid TiyMfMhi^ 
(i Con vi. i8.) which I fuppofe is here^ as 
in fome other' pafts of the New Teftanaedt^ 
of iimilar import with antidmf<jia — uncleoHnefi^ 
a general term^ iAclufive of all illipit edm^ 
merce between the i^x^^ of which adulter|i;i 
the ftrift fenfe of the word, is a fpecics 5-** 
and at verfe 1 6 he refers to the firft inftita^t 
tion of marriage, which fhews his approba^ 
tion of it, and conAtmn^ "'^ ^f»9<Kif^tfoq't^ viftit^ 
t beeper fin "Oobo i$ criminally converfant with M 
profiitute-^ox his abufe of it. If we adheff 
to the radical import of the word «r^^n>, it wili 
mean a woman who pioftituted herfelf: fyt 
hire« But as we do not confine v^^im to ihfe 
idea of proftitution for hire $ becaufe wthors 
give it more extended fenfe, and .the New 
Teftament in particular 5 fo alfo for the fame 

reafon. 
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reafon^ wq muft give a more extenfive Tenic 
to wi^i-^xtwiil then imply a Womaa grant-' 
ing the laft favour out of a ftztt of matri* 
mony. That thefe definitions are founded. 
in truth, appears from adultery, fornicatiohy 
and all other undeannefs, of whatever fpe-*i 
cies of criminality in the converfation of thA 
fexes, being evidently prohibited by the 
AfOiHe under the idea of «op/M i as muil ne-- 
ceflarily be concluded from the afiertion that 
ail other fins conmiitted by man arc Utk rmt 
fiM » M lte w ithout the pallution of the body^ 
irerfe i8. Then I may obferve, as St. Paul 
did at his fetting out on this fubjedt, — '^ the 
^ body is not for fornication," verie 13.—^ 
and every man that offends in this way, pol-^ 
lutes ^o* (tSjm. — bis twn proper body. Upon 
tiie fame principles then, a man married to 
m wife, if that wife has an exclufive right to 
the perfon of her huiband, as is taught in 
the next chapter, as will prefently appear, 
that has a connexion with any other woman,, 
by perfonal knowledge, is, if the mere for- 
iiicaitor be an offender againft Gen. ii* 24, 
a firtmi an ofiendcr. 

But 
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Bt^T the reciprocal duties of hufbandand 
wife, as enjoined by St. Paul in i Cor. vii. 
fhew the obligations of marriage ; and the 

eXprcflion «jcas-o? t5?» lavlS yvfScmec ix^ruff *«!t fxipj rlv 19^99 

Mpaixha, (verfe 2.) is very unfavourable to, 
nay militates againft, the idea of polygamy^ 
as has been already fhewn. That exclufive 
right, vvrhich the infpired writer aflerts at 
verfe 4 is mutual, and which juftifies the 
command «»r»» -ri* t^o»r ai^p* ixirw— /?/ every tvifi 
retain her own proper hujband — is alfo the 
reafon of the former one, ix^ro^ w i«trr5 twwUmi 
ix^ru^—let every hujband retain his own proper 
Wife ;— for the idea is the fame in both. We 
cannot apply a greater literary forcibility to 
one than to the other, without weakening, 
or rather wholly eluding, the force of the 
Apoftle's argument, befides making him iu- 
confiftent. And with refped: to the words 
ffltJia and r^*o?, they being of fimilar import^ 
imply property and polTeflion, and are in the 
New Teftament, as well as other books, 
as muft have been obferved by every careful 
reader of Greek, ufed indifferently. — ^t^»o« is 
frequently ufed for Uv%, as all the beft Lexi- 
con writers obferve, and vice verfa-^-^io 

X that 
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that any difference of the words here, on 
two accounts, is inadmiffible ;— their in* 
different ufe by authors in general, and St. 
Paul in particular — and alfo, that a dific-* 
rence here would deftroy the analogy of the 
rcafoning, the idea being totally repugnant 
to verfe 4, which afferts the exclufive right 
of the "wife t^ the perfon — hody^'H)/ her buf^ 
hand. Here we find polygamy condemned fo 
plainly by conflrudion, that all the fophif-^. 
try, which ingenuity and ability can inrekir^ 
has not been able to refute this plain finfes. 
I fuppofe that the contents of the Coritv-* 
thian letter, which St. Paul anfwers in thi« 
chapter, arc not material for us to know, in 
order to form a judgment of his anfwer ;*— ^ 
nor would they, I prefume, throw any light 
"Upon the ftibjedt, therefore not comrnuni-- 
cated :— -then the province of an intcrpretef 
is to deduce fuch general truths, as are evi- 
dently dcducible ; and as the relative duties 
of hufband and wife are clearly ftated, poly- 
gamy, if a fin, muft at leaft be conflruftively 
condemned \ and I fay it is in thefe words, 

hath not power over bis own body^ but bis 

wife. 
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^ifey verfe 4. Thefe words cbhvey, as iftuck 
as it Is pcffibk for Words to d6, the wife's 
e^elujive right to the per/on of hef hu(band» 
As the wife has an exelufivfe right to thfc 
perfofi of her huftand, which it htvt fatis^ 
fadtorily afc«rtaincd, all camal commerce he^ 
tween him and another Womah fti«ft bt ft 
Violaticm of this right ; therefore tho^fe whd 
apply. this to a partieolar caft^ Which thtf 
fay the Apoftle had lA view, have only m*. 
genioujly Jhifted the arguttient. If the argu-*. 
ment is founcltid in truth, as it Certainly ie--^ 
for it Would be irtipious even to dodbt it-^^ 
it Hiuft hold equally ftrong z%2xvi9tpi$lygatn&tit 
contraBs^ as againft this celebrated doft- 
trine of Plato, k«iwi« ;«» yvfTUndr'-^tbift 'Women^-^ 
yfiy'E^-'^Jhouid be coMmon. I need not tell 
ray learned reader that this waft a dodtrinfe 
not only of the JihooU of the Platoftifts, but 
alfo of the Stpki — Was attended to by Lf 4 
curgus, the famottsf tegiflator, upon patriotic 
principks-^and in procefs of timiei htC2tthi 
comm6h,-and was likfewifd moft fhamefuiljr 
abufed >^but as to it^ firft forni, it is juft 
ad juftifiable as polygartiy itfelf. The truth 
is, Scripture abheF$ both I ^ tlfey «^ both 

X 2 here 
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here condemned : — for that exclufive right> 
which is truly explanatory of Gen. ii. 24. 
and which the Apoftle, from his firft treating 
upon this fubjedt, feems to have had in his 
eye, which is made the ground of prohi- 
biting a community of wives, as may be 
fuppofed from a parity of reafon, muft pro- 
hibit a married many in all cafes, from ail 
commerce with the female fex^ and of courfe 
ftamp a criminality on polygamy. That able 
difputant who writ Thelyphthora, is fen- 
fible of the force of this argument, adduced 
not by human wifdom, but by injpiration ••— 
he has done all that he can to explain it 
away, without efFeft. Sophiftry may darken 
this Scripture-paffage, but cannot wholly 
elude its force ; for while men are endued 
with common - fenfe, and will judge for 
themfelves, it will be with theriian irrefra- 
gable proof of the unlawfulnefs of polygamy. 
The hufband's exclufive right to his wife, 
the reafon why flic may not be polygamous ^ is 
admitted, and may be proved by thefe words 

of St. Paul, 'H yvrh tS }^yi eri^ptl^ «x f|»^»»{u> «A^« • 

Mr^the wife hath not power over her own 
hdy, hut her hujband. Can any thing be 

more 
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more convincing, with refpe(St to the huf- 
band's exclufive right to his wife, than this ? 
It is admitted on all hands to be fatisfadtory. 
It is alledged, as a reafon againft polygamy, 
and very juftly, on the fide of the woman, 
by thofe who ftrenuoufly contend fpr it on 
the fide of the man. I only defire them to 
mark what follows — s^w? — similiter-— 
equally — -jujl in the fame manner : — 5 «w^ tS i^^a 
trufAol^ HK iiao-id^H, i,KK» i yvm — the hujbatid hath not 
power over his body, but his wife .•-^fo then 
here is exadt equality with refpedl to exclufive 
right, which prohibits both, or neither, fron> 
the practice of polygamy, and all promif- 
cuous connedtions. 

But the writers on the other fide of the 
queftion tell us, that one expreflion includes 
exclufive right, and confequently a prohibi- 
tion of polygamy 3 but the other does not-^ 
though to every body's apprehenfion the ex- 
prefiions are literally the fame. So in efFedl we 
are told, that the fame words convey, and do not 
convey, an idea of exclufive right — prohibit, 
and do not prohibit, polygamy. This is a dif- 
pofitioh perfectly Gnathonian^ prepared ^ofay 

X 3 and 
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and iinfay at pleafure*, — N. B. This is called 
explaining the Scriptures. It is aftonifhing 
to think of the perverfions and corruptions 
of Holy Writ that follow, when men arc 
determined to make it fpeak any thing, and 
every thing, their fancy fuggefts : — even a- 
bandoned pofitions, by thefe means, have 
been attempted to be proved by the word of 
Oofi ; but fuch men are left pardonable than 
the rational deift : — nay, better men, hurried 
away by their prejudices, have fuppofed 
Scripture to fpeak the language of their 
fanciful ideas. Self-importance aiding the 
error, has not a little confirmed it ; and thus 
circumftanced, we may confider them look- 
ing upon Scripture through the mirror of 
prejudice, and viewing things in a different 
light to what they appear to the unpreju-. 
diced: — jufl as *' all looks yellow to the 
jaundiced ej/e." And with refped to thofe 
Scripture-paflages above recited, certain I am, 

* *i- ■ ■ Pofirimoy tmperaiiieg9m^t mibi^ 
Omnia ajfentaru — Ter. Eun. a£k. ii. fcen. 2. 

— — ** I've brought myfelf 
** To fay, uftfayji Twear,, and forfwcar at pleafure.'^ 

that 
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that thofe who preter^d to prove the lawful- 
nefs of polygamy, under the Chriftian dif- 
pcnfation, can never have attended to their 
real meaning. The hufband is the unalien- 
able right of his wife, and the wife of her 
hulband; and when this right, which i& 
mutual J is prefcrved inviolable, then will be 
avoided t*? vofu\(t^^-^tbofe fornicatians-'-^VKo^m 
TiTUTioNS-^which the Apoftle alludes to, 

« 

and all others. This explanation, unfriendly 
indeed to polygamy, gives ftrength to hi& 
argument, which otherwife would be a merp 
nullity,«~-If I am not right in this, how 
could the huib^nd render t4v -©^fAo^rvu* hmar"^ 
the indebted good^will — duty of marriage^-^ 
^ivt-^-^exaSily Jimilar to what the wife owes. 
to; w^^v-^td her husband — ^verfe 3 . Hence we 
difcover this truth, the duty between huf- - 
band and wife is equal-, which will lead ta 
another truth juft as evident, both muft be ' 
prohibited polygamous contrafts, or neither ; 
and that both are prohibited by Scripture, 
appears by the evidence adduced, 

I DO not look upon thefe particular pre- 
cepts I have juft menti^hed^ as merely for 

X 4 the 
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*< ble Church of Chrift is a congregation of 
*' faithful men," Art. of the Church of 
Eng. xix.— If thefe obfcrvations be true, 
ihen the pofition is not admifliblc, that every 
member of the church is diftinftly the 
ipoufe of Chrift ; for each member is but a 
part of the compofition of the body, which 
^onflitutes a church, and therefore not the 
ferae in his individual as in his collective 
capacity. If this is a fcriptural illuftration 
of the matter, then what a late writer fays 
on the fuhjeft is very unfcripturaly and no 
anfwer to, or refutation of, this queftion-** 
** If a man hath two wives, how can he be 
^* one fleih with both— or each one flefh 
•* with hiAi ?"-— a queftion that will always 
fetnain unanfwered. The learned Beza, on 
1 Cor. vi. 1 6. fays, *< Nor is it true, that 
** a polygamift is one with each of his fevo- 
•* ral wives, when he is rather divided into 
•• as many parts as he has wives/- 

I HAVE always confidercd i Tim. iii. 2. 
as very unfavourable to polygamifts :— Here 
^ bifhop is commanded to be i^is^ yvuiixU ^v^pa— 
tb(t bujband of one 'wife^-^not given to the 

praftice 
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f^raftice of divorcing one wife merely to take 
another> as was prevalent among the Jews 
and Greeks ; — nor to be a polygamift. A 
bifhop was to be 'AwvfA>jw%; — blamelefs — and i6 
a bright example for others i — and others, 
if they do riot follaw this example under a 
head — ran exemplary defender of the faith—*- 
are not blamelefs. The church- reprefenta- 
tlve fhould be stta^ x«) i^p*A;n*« kKffyua^r^the pillar 
and ground of truth j— certainly then ab>X(^ 
rm martUHuv'^tbe colleSttM of keltcvers may 
fafely be influenced hereby. From which 
it appears, that the prohibition of a bifhop 
from wanton divorce and polygamy, feems 
to imply the like reftraint with refpeft to all 
other men, if it concerns them at all. 

The feveral Scripture truths that I havfc 
adduced, in an united view, form a moft 
c^ndufive proof of the unlawfulnefs of poly-* 
gamy ; and they might be further corrobo- 
rated by remarking, that hufband is always 
in the New Teftament-r^that criterion of 
/r«//&— joined to the Angular number wife, 
not only in our tranflation, but alfo in the 
original Greek* I presume, that if more 

than 
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than one wife had been intended for a man at 
the fame time, wives, in the plural, would 
fome times have been joined to the fingular 
HUSBAND ; but as that is no where the cafe, 
I fuppofe it was not defigncd. Befides, if 
polygamy had been intended for a Chrijiian 
fraSice^ our Saviour would cjertainly have 
iaid fomething about its regulation, and not 
have exhibited the original injiitution of 
marriage, which, in itfelf and obligations, 
is totally repugnant to it. And it may be 
further obferved, that St. Paul, in his rela^ 
five duties y would certainly have taken fome 
notice of polygamous contrasts, and their 
leveral duties, particularly the fubordination 
of the wives : without which there could be 
no family peace : — and it is alfo equally ne- 
ceflary, for the fame valuable end, that the 
duty of the hufband to each ihould be clearly 
marked out, and their particular duties to him' 
and each other as fubjedls to the fame head. 
But fince I find nothing about thefe matters, 
and as I cannot conclude (but blafphemoufly) 
the Chriftian morality imperfe<^, and when 
I take into the account the invariable appeals 
of the New Te^amept to thq original infti^ 

tution^ 
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tution, as a pattern of marriage — I am of 
courfe led to conclude from hence alfo 
againft the doctrine of a plurality of wives 
at once. 

In this ScRifTtJRAL Enquiry, in which 
I have been wholly unbiafled, and adluated 
only by the love of truth-^or I do declare 
I am ready to embrace Truth, on which 
fide foever I may find it— I fay, in this En- 
quiry, on the footing of Scripture, the evi- 
dence has come out clearly and fatisfad:orily 
in favour of Monogamy 5 for which reafon,- 
on the authority of the word of God, I re- 
commend it as a pradice worthy of Cbrif- 
tians ; — ^a rule from which I never can in con- 
fciencc depart, let human reafoning be what 
it will. When I confider the laws of Chrif- 
tian fl:ates, as prohibiting polygamy, I can- 
not then but fo far become their encomiaft 
as to fay, that, in this particular, they are 
holy, wife, fcriptural, juft, and good, con- 
fonant to reafon and nature, and befl: cal- 
culated for the good of fociety^ which (hould 
be the foundation of all laws, 

C H A P. 
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CHAP. Hi. 



Polygamy repugnant to Nature. 

IT appwf s to me to be a matter of no fmall 
confequence, in the difcuffion of the 
pfofent queflion, to know what is agreeable 
to nature^ with refpefl: to marriage; and 
thftt> fttbordinate to the law of God, ought 
to be paid attention to. I am aware, that 
in modern language, natural and unnatural^ 
from the locrfe application of them, are very 
indeterminate in their meaning ; which con^f 
fu&on of ideas has rather fprung from the 
oipe and imaginary diflindions of human 
rmfeningi with refpe<^ to what is adven- 
titious, or original, in the inclinations of 
man in a flate of fociety, who is naturally 4 
fopial being-^-^than from any reaj ambiguity. 
B^t without entering deep into enquiries of 
t]ii$ kind, probably we may learn fome little 
of the nature qf man from the analogy of 
other animals ; and which, with w^hat we 
isay leun immediately from himfelf, may 

perhaps 
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perhaps be fufficient to eftablifh fome hypo- 
thecs with regard to matrimonial connect 
tions. 

Al l experience teacheth, that the cohneo- 
tions of the. animal world, in general, be-- 
tween males and females, that are left tp 
range their native woods, are between twa 
only, for the purpofes . of propagation and 
prefervation of their fpecies. Thefe end« 
being foon anfwered^ thofe connections afe 
pnly temponary :--*ind€ed, the uniQn of the 
two only &em$ ge^ieral through tb^ wholp 
creation. I draw no concluiipQ from whaf: 
happens among;, domeilic animals — I meai| 
thoijs ilm»edktely under the dire&ion of 
mankind— becaivfe it is evident that arbitr^ 
e£t9, founded Qn convenience, have retrained 
nature with refpedt to them — ^which i« cer-f 
tainly a matter of neceflity. At the creation 
we read of all living creatuires being in pairs^ 
and fo they were preferved in Noah's ark 1-*^ 
it m2j alfo be remarked, that thus connedsd* 
the male nnd his female, were ordered t9 
•* be fruitful and multiply/* It likewiifs 
ought not to efcape the obierf^ation ivf diUt 

gent 
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gent enquirers, that thofe pairs are defcribcd 
by the fame Hebrew words, which we trans- 
late, in other parts of the Bible, a man and 
bis wife — ^^ntJ^KT B^^K — virum et uxorem ejus. 
Mont. — ^which circumftance feems to point 
cut clearly the intention of God and Na- 
ture. 

If mankind then have thofe defires and 
feelings in common with other animals--'^ 
the fame inftindive powers and phyfical pro«* 
penfities — they will by nature be led to /w* 
nogamy for propagating and preferving their 
ipecies. But mankind having, in addition; 
mental and foetal powers^ which, not offering 
violence to, but afting in concert with, other 
phyfical powers, ripen what was temporary 
with refped: to other animals, into a lofting 
connexion. 

. Lest, by purfuing this argument, I fhould 
offend the delicacy of human feelings, I 
will now confine myfelf to man, as he is in 
himfelf :— indeed, if we would know him 
perfectly, we muft attend to himfelf ; but 
as with him fociety appears as old as the in- 
dividual. 
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dividual, being a natural propiinfity'^^tht 
fimrce of civil cftablrfhments— we inuft ad-' 
fnit that mankind have phyfical, mental, and^ 
fecial faculties, capable of high improve^' 
ment, without changing their tiatufet-^-i-A 
Aate of fociety then cannot be contrary to a 
ftate of nature. Allowing this, we are ne- 
ceffarily led to another truth equally evident, 
that human faculties, not in a ilate of im«^ 
provement, n*iy b^ in a ^e^f .debaiement^> 
from the introdudion of vioift&, vv^ong fyf^ 
tems of education, or the total ilegledt ot 
youth. Now, as the degradation of man-— ^ 
or, in other words, of nature— ^may happen 
from the luxurious refinement of beiiig 
highly polifhed, and the barbarous ideas of 
uncultivated minds : — it feems the fafcft way 
to look for originality in the manners of thofe 
nations that are equally remote from barba- 
rifm and high civilization. 

« 
The ftudy of the manners of aiitient na- 
tions has always maintained an importance in 
the province of human learning ; becaufe it 
has been fuppofed that here only c^m be at- 
tained a thorough knowledge of mankind, 

Y unbiaffed 
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unbiaflcd by education, and unimproved by; 
lefurning :-f-and I am very ready to itep out 
(^ the |)atb; I have chalked out, could t|i6. 
nunners pf mankind be viewed previous tOt 
%n}L prejudges arifing from human fyftems^ 
Qae infttnce coay be pr^odwed f rcfm . fa99t)4 
hifloryj which is of the higheil; importa^^i^ 
^d 4^i<^v€^ . our moft ferious atteiitipp ;t— » 
there it appear S|. that in the {opft early ^ges 
9f the worldf mmtg^^jl psfivailed tmhtf^fy^ 
which is B, ftrpag proof, that it is ^ree^bktQ 
9fttijre 5 b#t th^ vi^e? of mankind evly brofei 
in *tpqn this law. Wh»t Jiappejied lA 4^^ 
wfancy of nations in gpi^er^ f focbl thp, oJ)«9 
kw^Hy of antient hiflory, f»ntt«t b« Jbicyw^. t 
in after* tinies» wheii theii?,n9iuui«rs and cu£t 
toms tyere related by faithful hiliorians^ ir^ 
find them &> degenerate, and giiilty: of ia 
many violations of the law of natui^. th4l 
y , ^ their pradlices deferve not a momettt'^. ficjUT 
^- A./ lideration ;— therefore I (hall take no notice 
,of :any9 but^fiich as fbem to &tU under that 
deicription, w&ich I have already ohferved 
to be deifervuig of it. ^ 

^'^ Li,.- :iff ' J y ^ ' 
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T^HE condition of the inhabitants ef the 
great American Continent > wheft firft difcx>* 

r 

vfered by the Europeans, was a ftate border* 
ing iij^on mtrtJmimah'fy in general 5—- but-, 
with refpeft to Peru, in particular, the mat- 
ter was very diffirfent, when explored firft 
by the OfJibitims TSiii airaricions Spaniards • 
Abbe Raynal, a lover of truth, and a fublime 
writer, • te^ls us, that it -was then in feme 
meafure a civilized monarchy, — Jthat it hac} 
wife civil iuftitutions, — and that its religioQ 
was replete with fentiments of bumanityp 
But with refpeft to marriage, polygamy was 
prohibited, and adultery punifhed in bpth 
fexes. This pradlice, which uature feems 
to abhor, did not obtain, but upon great 
neceffity, among the antient Greciaps. — 
Whether monogamy a^Yiong them yras earlier 
than Cecrpps, is not material to l^now ; — 
certain it is, that it was the pradice of his 
days, and cpntinued fo for many ages. Even 

Solon, the Atheniwi. Archon'and famous 
Legiflator, approved of thi§ inftitution, ani 
fo contented himfelf with making^foriie re- 
fttktions, tending to makb sobrriage a lefs 
mcxc^mxf:^}i&tit£^^ and momrk t^dnttas^ <$f 

Y 2 minds 
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minds founded upon mutual aiFedlion.— Ant- 
Univ* Hift. vol. VI. page 311. 8vo.— *I need 
not commend his laws — they, by being made 
the bails of the Roman jurifprudence^ which 
has fmce been adopted by the greater part of 
Europe under the title of Civil Law, have 
given mankind an opportunity of judging 
of them. 

From Pottef's Antiquities we learn, that 
** polygamy was not commonly tolerated in 
^* Greece ; for marriage was thought to be 
** a conjunftion of one man with one wo- 
^* man ;" — ^whence fome will have y«/*o- A&^ 
rived— »«fi rl ivo i^fjM t^%av—from two becoming 
cne, — ^vol. II. page 26. That this was the 
^j'^- 7cuftom of Sparta, he particularly obfervcs, 
; / and for the truth of which he refers to He- 
. y rodotus, b. c. He alfo adds, that the reft 
/? ^ of the Grecian cities agreed with the Lace^ 
^ „. r demonians in this, except when almoft de- 
populated by war, or fome other calamity, 
^ and then only a toleration was granted for 

» marrying more wives. 

Among the Romans polygamy was pro- 
hibited by the laws of Romulus^ and prac- 
tice 
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tice was moft generally confonant thereto. 
When I confider the feverity of the morals 
of thefe people, and their many eminent 
virtues, I am inclined to put fome value 
upon their pradice. And with refpeft to 
the ftate of Chriftendom, I do not fee why 
that (hould be wholly rejected in evidence, 
except it could be proved that our condudt 
is repugnant to nature ; which will hardly 
be admiflible, when we refled: on the impor- 
tant ends of the redemption^ — fuch as the 
renovation of our corrupted nature— and a 
reftoration to primitive innocence, and native 
limplicity of manners. But we may be de- 
generated :— this is poffible, and perhaps to 
be proved^ But that is not the cafe with 
marriage 5 for monogamy has been from the 
afojiolical times y notwithftanding the defec- 
tion of a few, always a Chriftian praftice ; 
therefore, the conclufion we muft draw is, 
either that it is the law of nature^-as all en- 
lightened nations have apprehcndcd-''-or that 
it is the law of Chrift-— or both^ 

Among thofe people whofe naanncrs, ac- 
cording to my ideas, are moft confonant to 

Y 3 primaeval 
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primeval innocence, I cannot but introduce 
the various nations of the South-SeaSi lately 
difcovered, where monogamy^ as we are in- 
formed by a n>oft learned writer, is univerfol. 
Such alfo is the happinefs of marriage ami€>ii|f 
the Taheiteans in particular^ that even Chrif-« 
tians may contemplate it with admiration^ 
'^ The huiband and the wife of his bdom* 
whom love unites by the filken ties of matfi* 
mony, form the firft focicty. This unkm 
is^ in thefe happy regiOna, £rft foundod-on 
the call of nature, in mutual afliftance, and 
the fwect hopes of feeing Aemfclvcs repro- 
duced in a numerous offspring. In more 
degenerated nations^ matrimonial union tak^ 
place from brutal appetitq, is grounded on 
the fatisfa£tion of fenfuality-^the expe^tion 
of affiftance from perfons^ whomoppreffion 
and cuilom has condemried to become 
drudges — ^and lafUy, the idea of gaining 
more ftrength and power from a numerous 
family of children. On the contrary, the 
mildnefs of the climatejj: the happinefs of 
organization, and the kind and benevolent 
temper of this people, together with tHeir 
more coKghtened intclle^S| coalribute vcry> 

much 
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much to refine and ennoble that fbft paffion 
which is the firft beginning of this. conge- 
nial harmony : and hence the brutifti in- 
ftinds, which were wants of the faiiJfe low 
nmk' with hunger and thirft, are raifed to* 
a lafting virtuous paffion. This refinemfefil^ 
of mutual love and matrimonial compW 
ceney, produces thofe tender regards with 
which this happy paffion infpires its votaries 
for the beloved objed; and it creates that 
mutual happinefs, which is the refult of all 
the more refined manners, and of their mote 
poliflied behaviour towards one another." 
The offspring of fuch a happy couple early 
imbibe, by the example of their parents, 
that kindnefs and benevolence, and thof6 
defined fentiments of love and happinefs^ 
which contribute fo much to confirm the 
felicity" of their parents, and w;ifh to reduce 
them to practice, as foon as they feel the call 
of nature, and .find. a partner whofe fenti- 
ments are in unifon with their own ; fo that 
thefe fimple, but more exalted ideas of 
matrimonial union, are thus propagated and 
perpetuated in the progeny of a virtuous 
and tender couple.*' — Dr. Forftefs Obferva^ 

Y 4 tions 
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tions made during a Voyage round the World, 
&c. p. 349. 

The above remarks, which gav? me in- 
finite pleafure in reading, . I have taken the 
liberty ta tranfcribe ; but the reader has my 
permiflion to make what conclufions he 
pleafes from them— ^though at the fame time 
I cannot but acknowledge that they flrike jjdl^ 
very forcibly in favour of monogamy /TrrAnd 
when I confider that thofe people had no- 
thing but the light of nature to diredl them, 
I Qannot think this pradlice contrary thereto, 
efpecially when I refleft on their morals—- • 
their innocence of heart and genuine fimpli- 
city of manners— their benevolence and real 
goodnefs, which would do credit to civilized 
Europeans :-rI fay, when I confider thefe 
circumftances, I conclude that their gene-^ 
ral condud is expinently direded by Na- 
ture's law. 

If I were to fum up the evidence which 
we ought to collect from the above fads, 
it is very certain that — ;though it mull be 
admitted — the nul^nefs of the climate con-^ 

tributes 
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tributes fometliing to the foftcning the man«» 
ners of mankind; yet fomething higher 
muft be chiefly looked up to— -that bright 
Image of Divinity — Original Nature, and, its 
refult, a confcioufncfs of good and virtuous 
adtions, infeparable from the human confti- 
tution undebafed, and which have prompted 
men to noble and generous ftruggles, in the 
caufe of virtue and focial happinefs, unat- 
tempted by thofe of a degenerated, corrupted, 
degraded condition. Suppofing mildnefs of 
climate to operate as a prefervative from de- 
bafement, which is all that we can rationally 
allow it, then the inhabitants of hofpitable 
climes, unwedded to any fyftem of religion 
or policy, will, under the diredtion of nature 
onfyy retain native innocence and primitive 
fimplicity of manners 5 and certainly then 
we muft look here for inftitutions perfedlly 
agreeable to nature, without any heteroge* 
neous mixtures : — »here alfo we muft look for 
the marriage of nature ; and as we find mono^ 
gamy the fweeteft and moft tender union — • 
where nature is Amplified — an union as laft-^ 
ing as life — -we muft conclude it the law of 
nature. And a$ ^is prance is only departed 

from 
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fffom by thofe who have violated moiA^ that : 
hsw with refpedl to their general condudr^^ 
or» in other words^ by the moft debafed of 
mankind; but adopted by all thofe of a 
contrary defcription in general, inhabiting 
v-ery different climated, I cannot therefore, 
attribute it to local or peculiar cauitts*^*^ 
Hence I am induced to oppofe polygamy ^on 
the footing of the law of nature ; for mo(b 
certainly the abo(ve naoral arguments, taken^ 
fiom decided fad;^, in thdl^ united view,^ 
ferm a moft omcKiiive argument dgainft tliiis- 
kind of marriage. But iSiould nudHbers be 
objed;ed to me, my anfwer would be, that 
the circumftance of polygamous nations be-.. 
ijig more munerom,. in early ^ages, than thofe 
that were monogamous, is nd more in proof 
q£ polygamy, tkm the number of the Hea-- 
then nations ag^nfl the Jewifh is any proof 
for pol)yiheifm/ it is ohly the virtuous,— 
whether few or many, #ie children at\d fol- 
ItJWersof nature— -♦that ^efervcQur attention. 
H&fc only we^ can read nature, and in my 
epinion Comrfton-^i>fe : — »for I do not thinly 
this latter to be the perception of debafed 
miild&i t1^refor« I dc^tot fet that down for 

common-^ 
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comttioii-fenfc which happens to be the pre-i^" 
valcnt opinion of the multitude, which 
would be making it a tnereproteusi continual-- 
ly changing Jhape with the humours and in-i 
clinations of mankind; But I look upon itr 
to be the genuine perceptions of uncorruptcd 
nature, which fupply materials for that 
operation of mind denominated reafoni-^ 
from whence it appears that nature, reaibn^ 
and common*- fenfe are fo near allied, that an 
offence againft one, muft be an offence againft 
all ;— -and alfo, that in proportion to the de- 
bafement of nature mufl be that of human 
reafbh, which clearly points out the nt^ 
CtSity of a revelation of the Divine Will,; 
and many other things equally evident-—' 
which I will quit, to return to the mairf 

fiibjfea:. 

• '■•■-» 

» • • • 

Thb equality of males and females borA" 

in the world, which Majpr Grant, Mr.' 
Derham, and other laborious calculators, 
afHtre us is matter of fadt, feerns to intimate 
nature's intention to be monogamy for the 
propogation and education of mankind. 
Cpuld wc be aflfured of the uiiivcrfality of 

this 
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t]iis argument — I mean that it held good 
with refpcd to all countries — it would of 
itfelf form a conclufive argument againfi: 
polygamy. How far it may hold good with 
refped: to this kingdom, I have not fufficient 
evidence to mal{:e any determination of my 
cwn; — but from the authority of others^ 
whpfe veracity is unimpeachable, I can fay 
it does hold good. Since I begun writing 
upon this fubjedt, Ihave had the curiofity 
to look into the regifter of baptifms, be-, 
lopging to the populous parifh of a neighs 
bouring vicar, wjiere, upon comparifon for 
the laft ten years, I found only an excefs of 
fi^ in favour of the^ females :— ^but upon 
looking twepty years farther back, I found 
fp near an equality qf the births of males 
and females in the fpace of ten years, that 
there was only a difference of one. But it 
i§ not neccflary that this equality ihoul4 hold 
iq every particular parjili, it is fufficient if it 
i^ found in thelcingdom at large, to determine 
our praftice. J b^lievp it is a 4ectdeJ fa£f^ 
with refpeft to Europe j; l;herefor?, if thQ 
equality of males and females is any argument 
pf tl]^c intentions pf nature^j xhtn polygamy i% 

unnatural 
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unnatural in Europe at Icaft. Dr. Forftcr! 
obferves, that •* in the greater part of Eti- 
** rope, it has been proved by the mofl 
** accurate lifts of mortality, that the pro- 
^' ]portion of men to women is nearly equal; 
^* or, if any difference takes place, the 
^^ males born are more numerous, in the 
*' proportion of 105 to a loo : — here no 
** doubt Providence has enforced the necessi** 

•« TY or MONOGAMY */' 

-1 t ' 

Whether this argument holds in Afis 
and Africa, as no accurate enquiry has been 
inftituted, is matter of uncertainty. Thoft 
people that are polygamous, and have mo«' 
nogamous neighbours, may eafily by art, 
addrefs, or commerce, get an extraordinary 
fupply of females 5 but in Africa, vvrhere all 
the nations are polygamous, and where 
every man has more than one wife, I cannot 
conceive how thefe numerous wives can be 
procured, but by fuppofing the females more 
numerous than the males. However, I am 
not clear in this matter — I mean with re-^ 
fped to the difproportion in births— becaufe 

* Obfervations, &c« page 428. 

I know 
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i know that the praAicc df polygamy ftas^ 
gifren rife to a very barbarous policy^-— as* 
ill China, where permiffion is given to pa- 
rcsii» to kill: or expofe their children; Fer-^' 
gUfon's Hiftory of Civil Swriety, part III; 
fe£t. 4. And the people of. Angola In Af- 
ridt> in onkr to get rid of their fiiperAiU)if^ 
awnfltl^ears of jwn, have had recomife to ihtf 
barbaroua csxpedieat of ielHng them to thd 
Americans for flaves. Poffiowiorf '^ l.tw of 
Nature and Nations, page 345, N. (a.) — 
WheQ I alfo<^on&ier the frfequraic wars 'Be- 
tween neighbeiiWftg tribes^ aad the c&fk)iKi 
^ iihfc QQoqocfors carryiiig the conqudped 
kitor fla^^'eiy^ . I caiL* f roni ^hEii 9ea&» conceits 
q^/fyLpfxtAxilty. of woman, ^whitti might firii 
VitrodtKoe polygamy among* imny, merely 
i& a temporary' expediient .wiihirefpe^ to the 
ravages of war ; and beii\g palatable to pfed- 
pk addidted to venery,' its cOMinnaMe may 
cdily be acoounted for :^which' vJoioii* 
itabit, inalongfuccefiion of ydirs, mayhap 
inverted that"^ jgeneral rule of natttr»~«ht 
eqnaJ proportion^ women tt^-men. Fm* I 
em clearly of opinion that mail is enervated 
by the ufe q{ many women, and this enerva- 
V . ' C ' tion 
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tipti encreaiing with time, weakens gradually 
the coniUtutian ;--*befides, in polygamy^ ft 
woman has npt that ihare of pby^calhve^ 
which in ujionogamy would be her's j there**;^ 
fore, as it is a fettled point, that vigour .^f 
conflitution prevails in generation, it is no^ 
to b^ wondered at^. if the greater oaumber^ 
children be bo^n females. AU which onljg 
tends to prcrve, liiat corrupt and unnat^r^^ 
praftices cqntifuied eventually tend to peiw 
vert the ordqr pf nature. . ladeed, it is jbi^ 
to he doubted but too great a facility fo? 
ywj^h forming farly ^nd. irregular cona^-, 
tions with lafcivious females^ woujd exhaiii| 
Xhepiji and nwdu a material difproportiofif u^ 
procefs of time, between males and fepiales 
in any country ; therefore if we wiih to pffc* 
ferve the order of nature, and the beft mar- 
rKjge for perpetuating and encreafing m^n* 
Iqndy let proilitutioa he. reilrained, andthi? 

' ■ ■ ■ • 

licentious condud of youthiin.particul^^ 
I may here alfo obferve, that from the . df ^ 
basement and degenei:acy confequent. pa 
vicious habits, or fome great misfortuuf 
jcaufing the number of r^ajies and. females to 
he Mcxy unequal, have giyeA rife not only tQ 

polygamy^ 
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fohfgamj^ but alfo to polygyny and pofydndry t 
dl of which are equally abhorrent from 
nature, and have no other apolc^ but thoie 
peculiar caufes which firft gave rife to them. 
How far thefe pradices, from certain local *" 
circumflancesy are juftifiable, is not my 
bnfinefs to determine :~4>ut they would 
certainly be highly blameable in a great and 
enlightened nation, blefled with wife civil 
and religious inftitutions :— -that I, or any 
other writer in future, (hould be wicked 
enough, where every thing, nay, the very^ 

■ 

climate abhors them, to form a wifh, much 
lefs a plan, to introduce them, and thereby 
entail mifery and wretchednefs on a happy 
race of men,— forbid it Benevolence f— for- 
bid it Hunuuiity ! 

4 

• 

With regard to the influences of cli- . 
mates, which much deferve our attention, 
and particularly in this chapter, it appears 
to me, that independent of other c6niider« 
ations, mildnefs of climate contributes^ to a 
happy organization, and confcquently tends 
to foften the manners of mankind, as alio 
to preferve native fimplicityj for temper 

and 
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and difpofition, as well as intcUcdual ope- 
rations are, in fome meafure, dependent on 
the (late of the animal organs^ Hence ia 
happy climes, we often find thofe virtues^ 
a ftate of nature, which many, in even high 
civilized focieties, are ftrangers to. But 
happinefs and moral rectitude in other lati- 
tudes, whether hot or cold, are more an art, 
and demand, to prevent degeneracy, the in- 
tervention of wife inftitutions. Unaided by 
thefc^ the rigours of a climate caufe in hu- 
man bodies a congenial rigidity, which ne- 
cefT^rily operating upon the mind and heart, 
is produftivc of an infenfibility to focial 
feelings, and in the ^nd of a total degene- 
racy:— ^ in flich iituations wt ibmfetimes 
fcad oi polyandry ^ The climate is only a 
fecondary caufe of this ^ debafement ; — but 
if it is a primary one, its malignancies may 
eafily be corrcfted by education, which tends 
to improve phyfieal, mental^ moral, and 
focial happinefSj, whereby ufeful ideas are 
propagated and multiplied ; confcquently I 
ihould fuppofc! that climates can have no 
influence but on debafed minds ; and there^ 
fore am inclined to fay that the wa;it of a 

Z good 
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good education is the p^ipcip^ caufe of hu«r 
man debafemejit. That wi£b regulationfs 
can remove the inhabitants pf an inhofpitab^f 
clime far from that wretchednpfs that oth^cr 
wife might b^ their cotiditioij, is evidc^ 
from the prefcnt happy fituatipn of .tt^ 
Ruffians^ under the benevalent kgiflatton^i^ 
their humane Emprefs^ CatharxK]^ tbf 
Great, 

'* 
But on the other hand, hot climates wf 

equally repugnant to a good moral cqnditiojqt 

and focial felicity j for they caufe an irrfta^ 

bility of the human organization, which 

affedling the difpofitipn, inclines men paiV 

fionately to venery and licentious enjoyment«t 

go if thofe melting defires, unknown but y* 

luxurious climes, are, not reftrained by wii^P 

policy, tb^y might, and probably woqld^ 

among ^ Regenerated people, majj:e the cm^ 

merce pf the fexes a mere debauch^ Hengf 

among debafed nations in hot climates^ an4 

alfo barbarous ones, in different temperature^ 

with refpe(^ to the , latitude of the . plaqCf 

where women have been looked upon a$ 

jjicre privMe property, fpr the fole purpoft 

oi 
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of gratifying brutal appetite — a principle 

tending to narrow men's minds, and to bru-^ 

tallze their feelings— ^^/>'^^;^ji^ and polygamy 

have been eommon. But it is not to be 

doubted, that, as thefe enormities are th^ 

offspring of a debafement, proceeding more 

from a want of a good fyftem of education 

than any thing elfe, they would be eafily 

removed by the interference of wife legifla^ 

tors, who under Providence are often the 

pieans of bringing men back to their duty;. 

And I have not the leaft doubt, but wife 

political and religious regulations, would 

eafily overcome any difficulties arifing from. 

climatic influences over debafed minds, fron^ 

which enlightened minds are far removed ^ 

and hereby polygamous nations might be 

induced to return to the primitive method 

appointed by Providence for the propagation 

of mankind — an objedt laudable in itfelfj^ 

and worthy the attention of mankind ! Andi 

that this is pradicable, is confirmed by the 

united teftimony of all our travellers and 

voyagers. That nations degraded below the 

primitive moral condition of mankind, to 

unimality, favagifm^ or barbarijmy are not 

Z z brought 
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brought back to original fimplicity of pian^ 
ncrs — the true criterion of nature undegene^ 
rated, or improved to high civilization — i% 
not becaufe human nature, even in its mod 
debafed ftate of animality, is incapable of 
it ; but becaufe men do not proceed pro- 
perly to eflfeftuate this noble purpofe. Re- 
forpiers are too fanguine in their expe£tation&» 
and too violent in their proceedings : — they 
ftrivc to force, rather than gently bend^^ 
human nature ;-— they want an immediate 
change, which is incompatible with local 
prejudices, and the inveteracy of habit. 
Whereas the progrefs of improvement muft, 
in the courfc of things, be flow and gradual, 
fimilar to the progrefs of man, confidered 
as an individual, from infancy to manhood 5 
fo flow do individuals in their focial capacity 
ripen to the refinements of well regulated 
focicties. 

But though a departure, by debafed and 
barbarous nations, from the true marriage 
of God and Nature, may be thus eafily 
accounted for ; yet a polygamifl may very 
pertinently demand to know what 1 have to 

fay 
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fay to the Jewifh practice with lefpedl to 

marriage. As I think an enquiry of this 

• ' 

kind too confequefltial to be difcuffed fupcr- 
ficially ; I fhall therefore make it the fubjedt 
of the next chapter. But, in the mean time, 
to fettle the blifinefs of tkis : — whether I 
have produced an^ argument of folidity 
enough to bring it more to a certaitity thari 
it has hitherto been, that polyganly is con- 
trary to nature, muft be wholly left to thd 
reader's determination* 

I^UFFENDORF fayi5> that, ** whether oi- 110 
*^ this practice (polygamy) be repugnant to 
** the law of nature, is a point not fully 
" fettled among the learned; "-^^Z^'ze) of 
Nature and Nations^ h. Vi. c. i . page 344. 
This only (hews that they did not all look 
upon it as a fettled point i fb thfeir arguments 
are recited, and the teader is left to judge of 
the folidity of them* But that it was with 
PufFendorf himfelf an undecided pointy I 
can by no means admit j for after rfecitlng 
the arguments of the learned, and declining 
to give any opinion from a comparifon of 
thofe arguments, he fays> ** this is very 

Z3 ** clear 
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*' clear and certain^ that the moA decent, 
"^ . the moft proper, and the moft peaceable 
** way of wedding, is for one to live contented 
** with one. This then, without all doubt, 
V is to be efteemed the higheft, and the moQi 
perfedt kind of matrimony ; and the laws 
and conditions of it are moil religioufly 
** to be obferved, as well by the hufband as 
** the wife." In the following words he 
clearly gives a decided opinion :— ** It is 
** worth remarking, that where feveral wives 
** are allowed to one man, he feldom fails to 
iingle out a beloved^ whom in all refpeSs 
he prefers to the reft. Thus nature itjelf 
feems to lead us into unity.'* Id. — Frqm 
whence it appears, that the Author of The- 
lypththora either mifunderftood, or wilfuljy 
mifreprefented, this great writer. When J 
take another view of his principal reafons 
for monogamy — the greatejl decency^ and the 
greateji propriety — I am ijot a little confirmed 
in my own opinion :— r-I am confident thaf 
thefe are the genuine dictates of nature-^ £q 
far as any pnuftice recedes from thefe, it is ia 
fome degree contrary to nature : — polygamy 
does recede from them, therefore polygamy: 

i$ 



€€ 
€€ 
€€ 



.!> O L Y G AM Y. ^^ 

is m jforAe degree contrafy to nktuffe* And 
the decided fadt of polygamifts firtgling out 
a belovedy to whom they give all their aftec-* 
tions, is a clear proof that Nature abhbr^ a 
multitude of wives, and ** leads us into 
*^ unity/* 

From a reconfideration of all tliat hai 
been faid, and revolving in my mind all ob- 
jections that have or can be made, I am clearly 
of opinion, that it amounts to a moral eer-- 
tainty^ that polygamy is repugnant to nature. 
As to this not being a fettled point—or, iri 
other words— that all writers do n6t give it 
as their opinion, though the beft authorities 
dc ; I can no more think evidence of this 
kind to invalidate the truth, than I can think 
the truth of our religion affedted by the 
arguments of unprincipled writers brought 
to prove the pofition^— God has never made 
any revelation of his will to mankind ; and 
therefore it may be faid that it is not, fince 
others contend ad ftrongly for it, a fettled 
|)oint. But reafoning of this kind is too 
abfiird and dangerous to all truths ever to be 
fedniitted hy imjkrtial rational mcir. With 

Z 4 ^efped 
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rcipcdl to " the polygamy of the Fathers 
" under the old covenant," which fomchave 
erronioufly thought unanfwerable^^{itt Paf- 
fendorf> b, vi. c. i*) — that will meet a dif- 
cuilion in the next chapter* Indeed, it is 
the only argument of any weight that can be 
brought againfl what I have faid ; but is moil: 
certainly founded upon wrong principles. 

Baron Montesquieu has fuggefted an 
eafy method for fettling this matter ; and if 
it was a matter of indifference, I fhould 
certainly recommend a particular attention 
to what he fays : — ^he is for affigning phyfi- 
cal reafons— or, in other words, the heat and 
cold of the climate, for the permiflion or 
prohibition of polygamy. He fays, ^* the 
^* law which permits only one wife, is phy* 
** fically conformable to the climate of 
^* Europe, and not to that of Afia." Spirit 
of Laws, Eng. Tranf. b. xvi. c. 2. But 
that the influences of climate do not con- 
ftitute phyfical neceflity, is evident from the 
manners of the inhabitants of thofe iflands 
of the South Sea lately difcovered ; for in 
thofe hot climes, where the people are much 

addide4 
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addidted to venery, and where luxury has 
made fome progrefs, monogamy is unroerfal. 
£ut it is worth remarking, that his, and in« 
deed all human reafons^ hold againft the 
eftablifhment of polygamy in this kingdom t 
indeed> the climate does militate againft it^ 
equally as againft Polyandry 5 for we are 
neither frozen into infeniibility, nor heated 
to mad defire. As Montefquieu has well 
recoUedked himfelf when he fays, ** human 
*' reafons, however, are fubordinate to that 
*^ Supreme Caufe^ who does whatever he 
** pleafes, and renders every thing fubfer- 
** vient to his will,"— -fo fhould we, iii our 
argumentations!* Hence I am led to remark, 
that as God is the author of nature*^the 
order and phyfical conftitution of perfons 
and things, as monogamy^ is the law of God—- 
or, in other words, his will ^-^-and as all 
things, even nature itfelf, is fubfervient 
to his will, I conclude that this kind of 
marriage is the law of nature ; and there- 
fore all other kinds muft be contrary to it ; 
and alfo, keeping in view the fubferviency 
of things to the Divine Will, that no in^- 
fluences of <:limate are invincible. Indeed^ 

if 
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if wc were to argue from local or peeuUar 
reafons^ independent of nature^ and its beft 
interpreter the law and the tejiimony ; and if 
men do argue fo, " it is becaafe there is no 
** light in them/' (Ifaiahch. viii. verfe 20.) 
i«^e might be led to the eftabli(hment of 
Polygamy in one place, and Polyandry 
in another. As it may be fometimes difB« 
cult to detsermine, in a ftate of debafemeiit 
or prejudice from the inveterate habits of 
cuftom, what are the genuine dictates of 
joature, Univerfal Goodnefs has not left man 
Ml doubt and uncertainty with refpeft to 
marriage ;— but has enforced, by pofifive 
law, what was the original law of nature > 
for the law of God and Nature are the 
fime. 

I KNOW that many writers have alledged, 
that the miffionaries infifting fo rigidly oit 
the practice of Monogamy^ haa been an 
infuperable bar to the prcfent Eaftern na- 
tions embracing Chriftianity. Certain it is, 
that, among other conditions^ this has been 
objefted to, PufFend. b. vi. c- i. But this 
does not prove the pra<%ice either natural or 

unnatural I 
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unnaturah, — it ftiews that inveteracy of ha- 
bit warring againft the law of heaven. In 
Ihort, they objecS: to many conditions of 
Chriftianity; therefore, in order to pleafe. 
them, you muft cobble and patch it, till it 
becomes a fyftem of ftrangc heterogeneous 
mixtures, and retains little of Chriftianity 
befides the name* That grand deceiver^ 
Mahomet, had recourfe to a palatable fyftem 
of this kind, equally repugnant to nature a* 
the law of God ; but, that any Chriftiaa 
fhould think of u&ng theiame method^ k 
really a circumifcuace vtvy unaccountable.. 

SccH are my ideas of Qrder, decency y and 
modejiyy of which every unbiajSed mind is 
confcious — which is the voice of nafure— 
or, in other words, common-fenfe relative 
to morals, to which Monogamy is ftridlly, 
conformable, as alfo the Divine Law, that 
I cannot be angry with Bellarmine when h^ 
faith — Ob folam polygamiam injideles a bap^ 
tifmo et toto Cbriftianifmo arcendi : — ** that 
*^. infidels, on account of pelygaa>y only, 
fliould be debarred from baptifm, and the 
whole of Chriftianity." — De Matrira. 

c. 12. 

I LOOK 
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I LOOK Upon thofe Jefuits, who had thd 
ihonefty to difTuade their Tonquincfe conVef ts 
from the praftice of polygamy, to be doifig 
their duty in that particular ; but this prac- 
tice was fo inveterated by cuftom ill T6h- 
quin, that the law of Heaven and its afferters 
were banifhid together. Thefe poor Jefuits 
were much in the fame predicament with 
the King of Tonquin, as the deputy of 
Alexander was with the Hircanians and 
Baftrians — I mean with refpedl to the reafoh 
of their refpedlive treatmiefat-*-for the pre- 
judices of cuftom occafioned both. It feeiliS 
*^ the Hircanians and Badlrians caft their 
** aged parents, yet living, to the dogs 5-*^ 
^* which inhumanity, when Stafanor, the 
** deputy of Alexander the Great, endea-i 
'* voured to fuppfefs, they had like to have 
•* depdfed him from the government i fo pre-« 
^' valent is the force of deceived cuftom dtt 
** the minds df the unthinking herd."-^'-* 
Turkifh Spy, vol. IV. p. 39. 

And it is this fame baneful influence, 
which, maintaining its afceiideiicy over the 
minds of many, lead^ them to adopt pfac-* 

ticed 
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tices merely becaufe they are provincial^ 
which enlightened minds condemn. Anti- 
quity fupplies the place of wor^h, and fuper- 
ftition and her concomitants do the reft.— • 
Hence human reafon is debafed, and the 
natural innate confcipufnefs of right and 
wrong, is perverted or difregarded; — and 
hence it is that Monogamy is not generally 
perceived to be the law of nature, and uni* 
verfally employed for the continuation aaci 
muUiplicatioi^ of mankind. 



CHAP. 
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CHAP. IV. 



Remarks on the Jewish Polygamy. 

» 

AMONG the Jews, whofe government 
was originally theocraticaU if wc 
look into their antiquities, we fee pra£Hces 
owing their origin to peculiar causer 
ONLY : — whether or no thefe caufes werp 
invincible, may be doubted ; but that the 
oppofition of them would have been pro- 
dudlive of greater mifchiefs than the indul- 
gence, muft be granted. When a people 
are thus circumftanced, whether from the 
inveteracy of cuftom, climatic influences, 
or conftitutional propenfities, it feems that 
lefler enormities may be permitted to avoid 
greater. And hence we may account for the 
great latitude of divorce that obtained among 
the Ifraelites by Divine permifliom With- 
out this permiffion, thofe people, who were 
hard-hearted, and, as Grotius remarks^ im-^ 
potentu ira-^*^ of ungovernable anger," — 

might 
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might havje beat moft unmercifully,— nay^ 
might have killed their wives : — to avoid 
which, we find a fufpenfion, for feveral ages, 
of that law — or, in other words, God's own 
inftitution, which was founded on nature, 
Jf the temporary fufpenfion of a law be 
juiiifiable from fome foyereign Jiecefl5ty iu 
one cafe^ certainly it is in another, whcrf 
the fame neceffity exifl:s. That the Jewiih 
divorces, fis permitted by their legiflator^ 
Mofes, who was under the immediate direc*- 
tion of the Deity, was contrary to the divine 
Jaw, is attefted by Chrifl:, Matt. ch. xix, &• 
And I have further to obferve, that this difr 
penfation exempted from civil punifliment^ 
and indeed all puniihment ; for the prinu« 
tive law being fufpended, fo of courfe muft 
its eiFefis— or, in other words, all the cont* 
fequencc of its tranfgreflions ; which, dui^ 
ring its fufpenfion, could not be a fiui— fof\ 
where there is no law, there is no traqC- 
greflion ; and certainly a fufpended law pr0 
tempore is a mere nullity. But our Saviour 
takes away this difpenfation, and fays he 
would have his Difciples a<ft according to thp 
genuine intentioa of God's primitive infti-» 

tutioA 
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tHtion of marriage • Nearly in the fame 
predicament^ with refped to its obtaimment 
and juflification, is polygamy* 

J NEED not tell my readers, that the 
Ifraelites emancipated themfelves fromEgyp* 
tian flavery, and, under Moffes their leader^ 
conquered and fettled in Paleftine : — I only 
juft mention thefe circumftances, to remind 
them of the great probability of their being 
prejudiced in favour of many Egyptian 
PRACTICES, and among others that of Po- 
t YO AM Y. What power cuftoms, inveteratcd 
by a feries of years, have over the h^man 
mind, is too well known to need any defcript 
tion in this place ; and it is evident from the 
^hole of the Bible, that Heathen cuftoms 
had taken very ftrong hold of the people of 
Ifrael — fo ftrong, that Mctfes was obliged to 
attend to thofe prejudices. The authors of 
Antient Univcrfal Hiftory fay, that Mofes 
was FORCED TO INDULGE* the Jews in ithe 
pradice of polygamy r which neceflity mud 
in feme meafure arife from the caufes already 

- w 

Cicntioned. Alfo, if thofe people were re^ 

♦ Vol. III. b, i. c. 7. 

markabljr 
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lAarkably addi<Sted tb Vertery, ahd ha<! becli 
confined to one l¥ife> they might, inoppofi-* 
tion to all laW, have filled the lahd with 
proftitution— ^nay. adulteries ■^--•and fd haVd 
rendered all, ormanyi genealogies ilhceftaitt 
and fufpedled— evils in themfelveis and coii- 
fequences, with rcfpcdt to that ilatioii from 
whom the Meffiah was to comc^ greater thatt 
polygamy. It is Hot to be wondered at tlieii; 
that Mofes coftnivtd at a praftice, whichi 

■ 

if reftrainedj might eventually have been 
injurious to the caufe of truth 4 Indecdi' 
polygamy might be expedted to be the cbn- 
fequencc of difpenfing, in part, with thd 
primitive inftitution of matrimony, ifi the 
eafe of divofces, as feveral of itfr obliga« 
tionis were thereby loofened. If I Was to 
make iny inference from our Savidur's con-* 
ciemning both thefe praftices, upon the fame 
principles, atid at the fame time^ I fhould 
conclude that they Wefe fiihilat offences, 
had theif permiffion from the fame caufes, 
and that one was in fome meafure a confe- 
quence of the other. That both Were per- 
mitted to the Jews, is paft a doubt, for fome 
Ibverdgn ncceffity i which will account for 

A a their 
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tjieir qiot being fpokeQ d[ WJ^^ abbonoiCfti 
or fevcrcly reproved, in Scripture.. Whuf 
was permjitted^ it would l)e i^pgatpry. ^ cacft 
ped* fho.\4d be fre(juently blamed j;. ^nci ii| 
would be equally ridicu}piji$ to afleirt). tlwti 
becaufe it was perijajtM: tR ^particidftififtiT. 
j^/e, ^^^£iLpar4iiC^l(:^r circumfioMeh i>i%^|»?i 
fore lawful tpall mankind j iot oq af^kw 

can pof&bly be in the tispfi, Qrcumj^^iijqife 

- • •• 

When, thfiwfoce, we. %; poly gpjw^s : afli 

^ulteri^s^ -VP a»uft ct^j^ the Jpmii„\>^ 
cftufc a|lowpdj| or, whocbjis tjjie.ffms^fitt^gg 
cpiii)ivq4 a^K «»Wg theiQij forr U- Mim^j^ 
laivftionsd by; l^vHi, JHo^YCvp;, bftr6;PllS»^ 
iion takes, off, as far a& th^tige^mi^ftjfijft, 
tends, a^j,of5nfiej--otherwife JVfeftfo ^ts 
bliihe^ Mllteiy by ^j fpjpflift l%m/w^*f«b 
diffpjvedt thp:i?iarriag«;.li9n4i%it»iKi^ Ci^i^ 
Thq bpfe iiy)poation; wflijl^ be bUfp^imji 
againft the,y^/apm of Qq^,,tliat,:^tj)«^ 
permitt^.by;.hiBiwa^/a%;— fpf Moi§li*5 
no onq inJE^nc& a(3£d byi^h^s ownr.a^^Qr||^ 
fo that wcc^fxaot ihejter, ourfelyes^th?FP j-mt 
for he %$; himielfi ** I hgv^jta^g^t.ypij 
" ft^tutes anfjj^dgn^ej^s^, ©veniaft thi^f^ 

*' c««y3[^f^.;»e,"I^ut^iv,5x^^ T^^ 

whole 
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Whole x^ may cbricluiie, that'Mbfes, under* 
his' admirtiftfatlon of the Jewifli theocracy, 
a& he was iliftfudte'd' from above', comLmaB'ded . 
riot, btit only permitted j fome- praftices, as 
expedients^ to obviate certain mifchiefs of 
gteat malignancy, with refpeft to his fyftem 
and itS' objects, Which might; and certainly , 
v^bUld, have been tlie confequence of^ eh- 
fbrcihg'the lettet of the law in every iniiance ; . 
theh thofe praft'ices, as matters tbek flood,, 
were' juftifiable. The elaborate Koldius, . 
after a minute and candid review of all that 
can* be laid on both fides, at laft concludes, 
SfiirtSfis' v^fefes polygamos rion piceajje coram 
U^^r-^Heb. Part: Annotat. 225. — '* The old* 
** famtS, 'Whb were pblygamlfls,. did not fin 
*^ bcfdref God'-" arid he afligns tHe follow- 
ing rcafon':— ^wf habuerunt dlj^enfattonem 
Jpedalentet extrndr dinar tarn: — :^* b^caufe they 
** had a' f^ecial' and extraordinary difpen- 
*• fatiori;" thatls, thepermifnon'ofMbfes/ 
It will -^follow then, that thiS' permifJioa 
militates againfl the idea of fin where it ob- 
tained ; but where it does not obtain, or is 
fapfe'rfeded- as' among . Chriflians by the re- 
vival^ of the law from the beginning, poly- 

A a 2 gamy 
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gamy muft be a fin. If this be a right view 
of the matter^ which appears to me to be 
really fo» then what one of the doctors faid 
in the famous council of Trent cannot be 
wrong :-^** The antient fathers had many 
** wives by difpenfation, and the others who 
•* were not difpenfed with, did live in pcr- 
*' petual fin," Brent's Mift. of the Council 
of* Trent, p. 67 1 . 1 do not pretend to efta^ 
blUh any dodrine on the authority pf the 
Council of Trent, and I am equally unwil- 
ling to rejed the truth, let it come from 
what quarter it will. I am a ilranger to the 
violence of party, or to difference with a 
toAii in all things, merely becaufe we niay 
think differently in fome :— I am a lover of 
truths and (hall always attend to it, totally 
regardlefs whether it was fpoken in a fyjiod 
of Romifh or Proteftant Clergy. After tljis 
fincere declaration, I have to obferve, that I 
only introduced the above teftimonies merely 
as coinciding with my own genuine fenti* 
ments. 

From a review of the whole it appears, that 
polygamy under the difpenfation of Mofes,^. 

becaufe 
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becaufe permitted^ was not a fin; but as there 
never can be cxaftly fimilar reafons, no fup* 
pofed expediency can juftify the revival of 
the permiffion : — befides, a permiflion is very 
different from a commandment — the latter 
is the will of God^ founded on the nature 
and reafon of things — the other only on fome 
peculiar temporary expediency: therefore 
they deferve no attention, who argue for the 
introduftion of polygamy among Chriflians^ 
merely becaufe it was pra<5tifed by the Jews, 
and not frequently reproved in Scripture,— 
Praftices are of but little value— they fettle 
not the bufinefs ; — No i for that purpofe we 
mufl refer ** to the law and to the tefti^ 
" mony/* Ifaiah viii, 20. 

Having faid thus much in vindication of 
the Jewifh polygamy in general, and the 
temporary difpenfing with fome of the obli- 
gations of marriage, its caufes and confe- 
quences, under the Mofaic difpcnfation, I 
fhall proceed to give a, fhort hiflory of the 
condu(% of fome individuals, fo far as con- 
cerns polygamy— I mean fuch as deferve mofl 
Qur attention, whether prior or fubfequent 

A a 3 to 
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i" ■ 

to the giving the law at NJ[omit Sinai. Th/c 
hiftory I am going upon^ opens to the rea- 
der's view the prudence and paeons of men 
operating in their commoii courfe^ and pro^- 
ducing their common efFeds ji byt if he is 
attentive^ and examines matters .minu^ely^ 
he will fee the wifdom of God interpoimg^ 
and conducing events to his providential 
purpofes ; and will alfo contemplate thinjgs 
in a very different light froni that in Tyhiclj 
they prefent themfelves to carekjs observers. 

Lamech was the firft polygamiji *; hut a$ 
he was only the fixth perfon in a dire^ line 
from Adam^ and not much more than a pen- 
tury after the creation, we can hardly fuppofe 
him ignorant of what now ftands upon re- 
cord on the fubjeft of marriage — (Gengfis 
ch. ii, ver. 22 — 24,) — ^and which was doubt- 
lefs then handed down by tradition ; but it 
is moft probable, that, like the profligate 
Cain, from whom he was defcended, being^ 
led away by brutijh lujis^ he totally difre- 
jgarded it,. That Cain and his pofterity were 

! Yi4- Bibl?. Pen. chap. jy. yer^ 19. wd 7b^<B|pjk, ^jf^ 

Au.tol, lib, ii. pag^ 150, 

totally 
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ItoAaJflf abaadori^^ is pail: a daifbt. Outhrie, 
in his General Hiflory <)f the World, refer- 
ring to Jofephus> oWctve^, ^* that Cain, 
** inftead of being amended fay his puniih* 
•** mftnt 6, became tnore profl^atc } healuihw 
^ denned himfelf to hks hjts^ enriched him- 
** dfelf fey violence and dapine, and without 
^ ^ ; any t'egard to j uiHde , Committed all manner 
.r^* <£ <3tat»gesv'' vol. I.|)age ro. And with 
4*e!(^ed:tb ti^e pofterity bf this abatvdonedt 
jnte, Guthrie, from thfe fame authojifj^ 
ttells ns they ^* Were lenormonfi^jr* ^ick^d, 
^ every iftjccceaittg generatix>n growii^ werife 
than the f^nhdor, and becomii^g vi^ollj/: 
addidted to rapine and brutijh lujis^'* p. n • 
To this race of ta^ polygianiy o^cs its in^ 
troduftion into the world:-— the child o5f 
mmknt and 6rutijb kijk /-^Detefted for eyet 
be iJte pra^iike and its origin \ '■ 

Mos£^6^ in his account oF th^ie degene«> 
t^^ Ant^iluvians, cafts the fevereft reflect 
ttons on tiiiem, under the deilgnation of men 
fiJid daYighttrs of men ^ whereas the righteous 
fde&:<ndattts of Seth arc denominated j^^j df 
G^y. And it further appears from the Bible, 

A a 4 that 
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hence many were enfnared in thisjf«, whiph 
Xamechj^ the profligate deicendant of Cair^ 
3iad hegun. But it will be worth while to 
enquire how'this cuftom became patriarchal^ 
and what» in j)articular, could induce ^ood 
old father Abraham to adopt it« 

Abraham, to whom Jehovah had pro- 
mifed a multiplication of his feed to a num- 
Tjcrlefs multitude, (Gen.ch. xv. 5.) believed 
thej)romire; but Sarah his wife, feflcdting 
on the matter, thought her barxenncfs might 
T>c an infuperablc bar to the fulfillment 
of it ; and therefore, in order to have iflue^ 
advifed her hulband to take poilcffion of 
the perfon of her maid for that purpofe jj 
and the too uxorious patriarch confented to 
the advice. The Bible hiftory, after ac* 
quainting us of the divine promife to Abra- 
ham,, and the confirmation of it by a fign^ 
plainly imputes the circumftance of Abra^ 
ham's taking Hagar to his bed, to the doubts 
of his wife. *' Now Sarai, Abraham's wifcg, 
** bare him no children, and fhe had an 
** handmaid, an Egyptian, whofe name waa 
<• Hagar 5 and Sarai faid unto Abraham, Be- 

'' hold 
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** bold now the Lord hath .reftrained xnc 
from bearing, I pray thee go in unto my 
nxaid^ it may be I xasLy obtain children by 
** ber. And Abraham hearkened unto the 
*' voiceof Sarai: and Sarai, Abraham's wif<^ 
" took Hagar her maid, the Egyptian, and 
** ^ave her to Abraham to be HU^kV '— ^ilf 
foncubine^—Qtrxj. ch. xvi* i — 3. The whole 
of thi3 tjanfaftion then muft be attributed 
to ao eager deJdre of iiTue ; therefore not the 
eiFe£t of a licentious defire of luxyxiou^ 
enjoyment, bujt of prudence, or rather iu-- 
man wijdom fupcrfeding the Jtvinec-^hiit 
what was the confequence ? Sarah was dc-» 
fpifed — quarrels were exceflive — -and caufcd 
the difmiffion of the maid — concubine,— 
JrUrc the Scripture gives us an inilance of 
the troubles that do, and ever muft, attend 
that wifdom, which attempts to bring about 
even things defirable in themfelves, by meaju 
which God has expreflly forbid, God de- 
clared in the beginning that a man fhould 
cleave to his wife, and they two fhall be one 
flefh ; — for the «t ^v« in the New Teftament 
is no interpolation, nor paraphrafe, but a 

literal tranijfttion of the true reading of the 

Hebrew, 
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Hebrew, as retained in the Samaritan Code ; 
whereby a plurality of wives at once, and 
any reparation of the two, was prohibited, 
08 has been already fully proved. If Abra- 
ham and his wife had confidered this atten- 
tively, they weuld not have aded as they 
did. However, their fufFerings in the then 
ftate of things, were evident marks of the 
olivine difapprobation . Hence we may learn 
the wifdora of the divine commands, from 
the union of the two only— comfort, peac*c, 
fecufity, affiftance, happinefs; — but by a 
violation of this union, whether by another 
wife added, or a concubine, as in the family 
of Abraham, the confequences are perpetual 
difcord, difquiet, animofitics, jcaloufies, and 
other innumerable evils ; and when not by 
mutual confent, as here, we may add to this 
catalogue of evils, crimes of the blackeft 

complexion : — and that thefe confequences 
will happen, and muft happen, in the courfe 
of things, is confirmed by the general expe- 
rience of four thoufand years. 

When the Deity appeared next to Abra- 
ham^ he addrefled him thus h— I am ntSN-«^ 

tb0 
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the all-fufficient-^vriik before me ; and be 
thou perfeift, (Gen, xvii. i.) — that is, as I 
am fufficient for the accompiifhment of aU 
things, certainly then of the promife that 
I have made thee ; therefore rely on my 
power, and keep my commandments : which 
appears to me to be a rebuke for the unjuf^ 
tifiable attempt to multiply his offspring hf 
having perfonal knowledge of Hagar. The 
learned Buxtorf, comments mofb excellently 
on the fpirit of the Hebrew, in the verfe.I 
have juft quoted :— Proprie, Qui fufficien^, 
qui in fe et a fe fufHcientiam et abundantkm ; 
omnimodam habet, ita ut nuUius ope egeat^ 
&d in fe fufficiens fit ad opem conferendam, . 
omnibus, ad protegendum, ad piromifa icr^ 
vanda, et explendos defeftus omnium. Lex. 
Heb. fub voce ♦'^ttf. This is fo plain that 
it needs no comment, and the reader will 
perceive it confirming what has been already 
advanced. 

With refpe<9: to the angel's appearancie to 
Hagar, it Mijas probably on the account of 
her prayers for delivery from the cruelty at- 
tending her fervitude } but be that as it may, 

when 
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vr|ie]i the angel addrefled herhe ccdls her Sa* • 
rah's fervant, and defires her to return tO" 
htor mifbrefs in that capacit^^ and to fubmit- 
hcsfelf to her fervice : which is the duty of* 
fervant8> agreeable to the Ne^v- Teft^neiM:, - 
—" fervants^ be fubjedt ta your mafters- 
^< with all fear ; not only to^the^ good and' 
^•gentle, butsdfo to the fh>ward/' (L Pin- 
ter ii. i8). There are. no injundionslaid^ 
upon her coafidered as a wifb^ frdm whiefi^ 
it is evident that ihe was not in that capaci^^'' 
ty. Then pojpE^on of a woman^ s f^Jhr^^ or-a^ 
fofygamous cmtra&\ do not conilituife -mafw> 
riage^ agreeably to the primary. oMigatS^fi^ dP 
it J and thatrthis ia demonrftrmblyitriie ikUtt 
the circumibince of her tot^ di^miffion aff-^ 
terwards, cannot be denied; Mid the circuni*' 
ftance of this happening by the divine cottl^^ 
maud does not invalidate, but confilrnaV what ' 
r have obfenncd. I know^ that- th»fc ■ k* a? 
promife made her to multiply her feed* exiMd^ 
ingfy, which was agreeable to the purpofe of 
the Deity in peopling the world ; otteerd^i' as 
the profligate Cain, were multiplied in- ti^ 
fame way, which in theinfancy of- tixiiigK^- 
was a ftaturaI^caxxfequence;' but^'iiAplfed^niy 

approbation 
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approbetibiv of their conduft : Co what I 
have obferved, with refpeft to Hagar, can- 
not be a- bleffing- on a polygamous contraflr j 
how it can appear fo to any man that will 
think for himfelf coolly, I cannot conceive, 
^— fuch' an idea is confiftent enough with a 
man-who views every thing through the me- 
dium of his* prejudices. This Egyptian was 
alfo told fhe fliould have p— /i 75»-=— but atf 
tliift word is Applied ta the adulterous off- 
fpri&g- of' Dfevid and Bathflicba, I can only 
ceiifider • it>.a8^ a-term- of relationfhip ; and as 
diis ; fon' cotild not inherit, which mufthaW 
faeenotheriiv^re hadhe been legitimate, it con-i 
firms nie in my opinion that the word p", 
in its general acceptation, no more implits a" 
legitimate fon — I mean one compleatly fo— 
than a^JTJfl. iAiplies a legitimate wife. Cer- 
tain it is, that Ifaac was the legitimate font>i? 
Abraham^ and of courfe inherited in prefer-^ 
eiic9 to his^ brother Khmael, which would" 
have been contrary to all cuftom, Iftimae! be*' 
ii\g the elder^ had he been legitimate; And 
that, the Deity approved the -cuftom is evi-* 
dent^ from^ his paffing it aftierwards into 
aUw-j tiie Ddky' ia unchangeable,, what^h^ 

once 
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once approves he muft always approve $ 
therefore we can by no means conceive him 
a^ng inconliflently in this, or any thing 
elfe. The evident conclufion then is — that 
Ifhmael was rejected on account of his being 
the offspring of a polygamous connexion* 
After his rejedtion he lived by rapine in the 
wildemefs ; and his pofterity, to this day, 
infeft Arabia, and its neighbourhood, with 
their incuriions and robberies 1 they live in 
• ftate of perpetual war, and their extirpa- 
tion has often been unfuccefsfully attempt^ 
^ :— Hence appears the truth of the ]kro« 
phecy, ^^ He will be a wild man ; his hand 
will be againft every man, and every man'a 

■ 

hand againft him/' Gen. xvi. 12. 

Isaac, moft probably, taught by the evil^ 
that happened in his father's houfe, was not 
polygamous. And I think it was the decep-^^ 
tion of the idolatrous Laban, and the cuftom 
of the country, that induced Jacob to take 
feveral women at once in a matrimonial way. 
It appears by the Bible, that Jacob ferved 
feven years for Rachel, inftead of paying 
the dowry to her father^ according to the 

CliftOQl 
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cufk>m -of thoie . countries -, which fervicd > 
being ended ^ ttierfely tiecaufe it was the ciifc* 
torn, l>ah thb bldcft daughter is given to . 
Jacobs Without his perceiving it till the 
next- morning :•*— v^hich was practicable e». 
nough, if what hiftory tells us be true, 
that it was the modeft manner of thofe times 
to introduce the bride to the hufband veiled; 
fe if ihe did not unveil^ . or if it >was .done 
without lights^ the deception was very eaiy# 
Jacobs thus difappoihted of his chdice^- reu 
monftrated ftrongLyi but his father-in-law 
fold him^ ^^ it mufl not be fo done in our coun^ 
/yy tojgivc the younger before the firft*born« 
Qen..xxix. 26^ But to comfort him^ told hioii 
he might have Rachel, on the fame terms*- 
fcven, years fervitude, in lieu of .the dowry, 
and the obfcrvance of the marriage-feaft t 
*f fulfil her week, and we will give thee 
*V thistdfo, for thefervice which thou fhalt 
** ferve with me yet feven other years*!'J vcri 
27. Jaooh . complied with thofe terms on 
account [bf the love he had for.BLachela 
From this [defcf iption of the matter, which 
is ftriftly coriformable to the Bible; cit clear- 
ly appears, that polygamy was rather the vice 

B b of 
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of the country than of J«cob« The nutund ^^ 
fire of children among the Hebrew wors/^h Qji 
rather perhaps thedefireof being the^tn^aasi 
of fulfilling the promife made to Abr^hatnu 
in bringing forth the feed in yrhich 9iki 
the families of the earth were to be bjcflbd^. 
led Rachel and Leah to give their vmdi tft 
their hufl>and| in order, to have childroL bf.^ 
them. But all thefe things feem wholly, thfi 
a£t: of the parties^ without any approbatioi^ 
ofGodi Though the wi£dom of man though^ 
his greatnefs and happiniefs might be pi»>*. 
moted by the indul^fence. of this liborty^ and 
though the end was de%able and goo4 ; jfit 
God gave convincing proofs that ho did nol^ 
approve of the means, by making theii^prOttL 
dudive of trouble, un^finefs, difcor4»: and 
quarrels. Upon the whole it appears that 
polygamy was a bfatbm^ cujiom^ was adopted 
by the Patriarchs merely as a cuftom^ hxit 
for better puipofes than among the Hfca- 
thens ; then I fhould fiippofe, that the plea 
of cufiom is not fufficient^ efpeciallyi.whca 
the motives are contemplated, and its^r^ugi* 
nancy to the word^ of God • I know^ thcPa-^ 

tn»chi^ 
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triatchal example * u faid to be theftrongeft 
argum«iit chat caa be brought 11* favour of 
polygaHfty, aftd' I iin inclined to believe fo 
myfelf ; but when wercfled upon die mo*« 
tives irt tlSeiaifelvea aaid confequcnces, it will 
]>e- foimdf iio argatnent at all.. ' 

t - 

WrT#^re^^ ta the condud of thoftf 
who vfcTt Kcenticfas mi degenerated^^ that 
cfefertTir tto arttefttion ;•— and with regrfrd to 
Sanracl- tfte propheti I can by no means^ 
thrrik^ ftife tfte fdft of af polygttmon^ con-' 
fraft : f-kttow the conti^ has been afferted 
hy a^ Writer, for a- very interefting reafoH^ 
who tesffing through, and bi^eakihg dowri/ 
afl before him, HfceKdlben's Khinoceros^ iit 
puffuit? of its prey, has fk)pped at nothing 

* Tliat patriarchal example is a very contemptible argu- 
ment for the pradfice of polygamy, appears from Juftin 
Martyr'sr dialbguewith-^rypho, in which herqjrobatcs 
with themoft pointed detirfbtion^ this pntdioey. and te^ 
vexely cenfures the Jewifh Rabbins ifix encouraging it 
under the pretended fanftion oi patriarchal example^ Vid. 
Juft. Dial, cum Tryph; pars fecund, page 425. As this 
venerable^F4ther flouriflickl but half a^ century after the 
Apoftles^. bis teftimony is very important^ndeed it can- 
not be confidered as any thi^g iefs than ApoJioUcal tradi^ 
iiin, 

B b 2 to 
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to accomplifh his ends. Dr. Delancy^ fl 
learned writer, in his hiftorical account of 
the life of King Davids has obferyed many 
things worthy of a profound geiiiuS, and 
which might have eafily efcaped niei) of lefs 
penetration. With..refpe€t to Samuel,>he, 
tells us, that he was defcended from a dif- 
tinguifhed family of the tribe of Levi/ the 
Koathites, whofe deicendents were famo^S: 

■ 

for their mufi^cal fkill in the iervice of the. 

». ■• ■ . • . . 

temple, and thence probably taken; for pro** 
phets : — and that it is alio highly pr;pbabl^>. 
that Elkaofth the Levite, and father, of .^Sa- 
iDiuel^ was .accounted a prophet^ forr. UQr 
•*- better reafon than his having been of the 
* * city of - Ramathaim . Zophim, ' ^ --ryol^ I. 
page 13. ed. 8vo« And I cannot b.^t thin^k 
with him, that Elkanah was married to Han- 
nah firft: — I mean, fhe was his firil: wife, 
which, upon the moft minute enquiry, 1 
find to be' an opinion fo well-founded, that 
nothing which has been faid to the contrary, 
can induce, me to give it up— who beinjg 
barren, the Levite, carried away with that 
eager defire for ifFue, which for obvious rea- 
{bhs was very prevalent among fhe Jews, 

marridi 
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married Pcninnah, who was prolific enough. 
As barrenncfs was rather difgraceful among 
thofe people, fhe took upon her to reproach 
Hannah publicly, who was fo much afFedted 
by; it, that fhe poured out her lamentations 
before the Lord, prayed moft eamcftly for, a 
fon, and vowed to dedicate him to God's 
ffervice during his life. Her petition was 
heard, and' Samuel was dedicated in a moft 
folemn manner according to vow. He was 
early diitinguifhed by dmine and human fa^ 
Vour, and after the extin£^ion of the houi^ 
of Eli, ^he fucceeded to the fupreme civil 
power, which was foqn afterwards chiefly 
vefted in a king ; yet ftill part of his time 
wa» employed in th^ adn^iniftrationof. pub^i* 
lie juftice, and the other in one of the pro- 
phetic -fchools of Ramah, wer which hfi 
prefided.^ I will juft obferve here, for the 
benefit of thofe who may happen tabe un-*' 
acquaititcd with fuch matters, as I .write for 
generaPinftruQion, that it wa« the province^ 
of the priefts to teach the law in all its parts,-* 
and to decide controverfies, and they had thc^ 
Levites for their fubaitcrns in office^ The' 
priefts early (hewing a foridnef&for, and pre-* 
" { B b 3 ference 
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fatncc ofr the ceremonial law, the ¥rophtt§, 
a diftiad order of mefi> were rai/e4 as a 
check upon them, and particularly ass guar^- 
di&ns of the fpiritual part of the hw« Aft«r 
having faid thus much with no other vkw 
than a more general information, I have to 
ob&rve, that the polygamy of Abrat^am^ 
Jacob> and Elkanah^ does not come fo ffr 
commended, as to induce us to think it 
agreeable to the will of God, or any way 
worthy of our attention ; and David'a poly?- 
gamy is exactly in the fame predicament; 
With refpeft to this matter, I find my SkntLr 
ments fo well exprefied by Dr« Delaney, that 
I (hall beg leave to extrad from him David-a 

charader, ib far as polygamy is conc^medt 

• • • 

• -» 

^V Wh»n this King married Abigail, if^ 
aU probability he had at that time anotbwr 
wifPf Abinoham of Jefrcel^ a city in (be 
foath of Jndah^ and neigbbourhood of Ou;*» 
mel, to w^om it 13 believed he wati ^ifliff\cd 
l^efi>f€ l^is affiance with At^gail . Volyfffo^^ 
wa? % praftice prevaleat. w thofe ^i*,. fipffik 
^ corrupt interpretation of l^ev. jjviii, i^t!rrj, 

but with the gQo4 XkKk^ k»v$u. ^.vill/iipf: 

pofe 
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pbfe it rather in confequfence oif Mofcs^'s 
connivance. But with refpeft to t)avid, hie 
*' probably hoped to ftrcngthen his intereft* 
in his own tribe by this double alliance, efpc* 
tially when he apprehended it muft be con- 
fiderably weakened in that of Benjahiin, by 
Michal's being taken away from him, and 
beftowed upon Phaltiel the fon of Laifh, a 
Benjamite, (which Saul did, to take away 
all his pretenfions to the crown from that 
alliance). Doubtlefs this injury which Saul 
did him would have been fome cxcufe, — or, 
to fptiak more properly, a fufficient juftifi- 
cation^i— for David's taking another, if hfe 
had flopped there, inafmuch as his own wife 
lived in adultery^ and therefore might be 
divorced ; but vJrheti once he married Abi* 
gail, he went on and married niore ; — for 
error knows no end." And in another part 
of his book he fays : ** I muft beg leave to 
6bl*efve upon David's polygamy^ once for all j 
that it appears to me to have proceeded, in 
the htti place, from an eager arid reafpnable 
ddfife of iffue ; and in the ncxt^ from what 
ihight, in his circumftances, be deemed nq.- 
i/tSkry policy^. He had lived it leaft three 

B b 4 years 
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years with Michal, without having had any 
children by her; and it is iippoffible to fay 
' whether he would not have done fo his whole 
life long, had fhe not been cruelly forced 
from him, and given to anothpr. It will 
not, I believe, bQ vfxn^ doubted,, that he 
was then at liberty to piarry again ; and ac-* 
pordingly he married Abinoham , and having 
i;io child by her, he married Abigail. He 
)m4 ^oth thefe wives with him when fa^ 
i;am9 to Hebron ; but had no child by eithe^ 
for at leaft five years. He well knew of 
what importance the increafe of his family 
would l^e tfii his eAabli^hment upon the 
throi^e, ^t evidently appears, from i Sapi^ 
fh. xxiv. 20, that God had promifed to eila- 
hl^ifti hini in the kingdom of Ifr?tel. Chil^ 
d^en were necelTary to that end; and the 
moil prghable means for obtaining this ad«» 
vantage, was by taking more wives; and a^ 
thefe wives v^ere vf^\\ nigh a^ much intercftcd 
i:n his eilablifhment as himfelf, it is at leaft 
poflible, (to fay no more) that he took nq 
fubfequent wife, but with the cqnfent of 
the precedent/' And as polygamy was al-. 
|owed| it fe^ms Pavid had recourse (o it jfoj^ 

fulfilling 
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fulfilling the divine promifes.-p— *^ God's pro-p 
^lifes muft be fulfilled, and there was not 
the leaft reafon to hope they £hould be ful» 
filled through any of the wives he had 
hitherto taken t At the fame time policy 
required him to ftrengthen his- unfettled ftatc 
by new alliances ; and how was this end fo 
efFe<3:ually to be attained, as by marrying into 
the families of greateft power and credit itx 
his country, and out of it ?- — This was, in 
all human probability, the moil eiFei^ua} 
(apparently the only) means of jnaking his 
£iou/e Jure. 

'^ Tnisconfideration takes David's poly-^ 
gaqiy entirely out of the light of luxury 
and licentioufnefs, s^nd places it in that of 
prudence,"^ — ^vol, II. page 791 — 81. And in 
the third volume he fays : ^* Polygamy, I 
humbly apprehend, was more the vice of 
the age, than of David;" and adds, ^^ if we 
were to define and eftiniate this practice by 
the rules of reafon, the natural evils, and 
ill confequences, which do and muft await 
it, in the ordinary train of things, fufficiently 
deRxgnftr^te it t9 be deftrudive of the hu-r 

* ;. roan 
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man felicity, and confequently vicious and 
tiniawful/* page 3120. Indeed I cannot but 
think with this learned writer, that David 
himfelf '^ could not fail of being fuUy con<- 
vinced of this truth from his own cxpe*- 
ricnce : — ^for -what was the efFedt of his 
polygamy in his own houfe, and to him« 
fclf ? — ^iftceft, murder, rebellion !** 

From this dcfcriptioft of David** poly- 
gamy and its motives, though there apptat 
fome apologies for his tondudt, yet there 
appears no warrant from his example to dtaW 
it into a precedent. As David is not a pcr-^ 
fcdk character, he cannot be propofed for 6ur 
imitation generally ; but certainly We tnajr 
receive much inftrudtion from the hiftory df 
his life. He is a mixed chiifadler — ^which 
I fuppofe is the common lot of humanity r^^ 
he ftands convi^d of aduljtery and rtiurder 1 
but certainly the good vaftly preponderated i 
In general, he had a great zeal for goodtiefs, 
fklid particularly far the fervice of Gdd<«^ 
Hence probably he was denominated a mafi 
4fter God's oi0n heart r— but to atgue froitt 
thij circumftance, or his delight and daily 

ftudy 
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iludy lA fhe }aw^ that he was always fiokfs 
in his inoi'als, is contrary to the teftimony 
ci Holy Writ ^ and with reiped: to poly-^ 
jgamyj theie circumftances are no more a 
prpof of its lawfulhefs, than they are of 
^ultery and naurdcr being foj and I can 
only fay of thofe obfervationfl on Scripture 
that are defigned to make them fo, that they 
are veiy Jilly ; but as thf y tend eventually to 
the corruption of the word of God, and to 
miflead mankind, they may be pronounced 
noicixd. If this.be true, it will hold equally, 
if wc were to contemplate David in his 
prophetic capacity.. I have already faid 
fomething with refpedt to the prophets of 
the Jews, tp which I will add, on theautho* 
rity of the Authors of tlie Antient Univer-. 
fal Hiftory, that they were an order of mei^ 
trained in fchools by a long courfe of ftudy, 
diii:ipline, and temperance 5^-— they were 
preachers of.fpiritu4 righteoufncis-r— in- 
veighed againft the Ifra^litifli fondnefe for 
the rit^^s^of religion — evidejiced their dir 
vine mi^^n by miracles^ and predictions -of 
futu^r? events-— and they pfteo took upon 
thejpr\ to fepro^Y^ s^ike the enormities of 
: ....; princes. 
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princes^ priefts, and people; And God>- 16 
manifeft the wifdom and value of gooddif«- 
cipline and inftitutions, moft generally ik- 
fpired thofe educated in the prophetic fchools, 
or, as the Bible cxpreffes it, thti^fons of the 
prophets .•— ^-but others', upon certain occa^ 
iions, were infpired, 

Solomon, David's immediate. fuccefTor to 
the throne of Iffael; alld his foti by Bath* 
iheba, equalled only in the number of his 
wives and concubines^ by the emperors of 
China, and other voluptuous princes of the 
eaft, can, with refpe^t to his example, have 
no weight with us ; therefore I will decline 
faying any more about this luxurious and li- 
centious prince, and with him quit all paf« 
ticular chara<3:?rs among the Jews, 

■ ■ ■ T - 

. ■ - ■ ■ ■ . ■ ■ ■ • . 

From what I hav« jTaid, it evidentlyi^p^ 
pearsi that there is an-apology for the intrd4 
dudion of polygamy among the Jews, and 
the adoption of it by fome charaders of emir 
ncnee 5 but that there is no warrant to make 
a precedent of this pradlicc. The Jew& wcte 
^ddi<9:ed to vices^ an^ very great vicee, 

which 
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which lawxould nb|^i^ftRjin,^is evid/sn^^j 
of .covyfes.-^iiSjiongft tjiqa, ,nwx things wgrc; 
connived att-r-wl^ich, as-I fupppfe> ptocepj^-*. 
ed frpnifooie almoft^ in^ncibl^ pequjivities 
of difpofition :---henc€^:as Grotius-juAly rcr^ 
marks> . diflimulata quasd^m^ aut etiam ip£is. 
conceflky De verit. Rel, Chrjifl:. >Lib^'. K# 
fed:, \2» — certain things s were overJooked^^or 
even, allowed them 4 , We ,Tagy, inckfed, like 
thb: pl^u$: &>n& of Noah^ go backwacds with, 
reverence to throw a veil- oyer t|ie^ ufiiifdnefa: 
of the feledted people of God, and, from 
certain ;circumflance;s, .wc may. palliate of- 
^nqes ; hut we cannot, unlefs at the expence 
of: the divine . veracity, make them fs^ultl^^, 
or patjt^ri^s^ in all their practices, oficx^m^ 
pie* Many of the Jews, nay, even the firfl; 
charafters artipug them, were violators of 
the law ;-^their hiilory is full of inftances 
of this kind« They frequently abandoned the 
rites of their own religion for the impurej; 
abfurd, and • barbarous ones of the heathen 
nations about them ; but though particular 
perfons y^erejffequently hurried into difobe;^ 
dience to liie Jaw by .their paflions, and 
there wera fometimes^^national deliberate vio- 
t: lations 
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ktions of the law' ; yet ftiH th^ recovered 
from their degeiteracy, jand retvumed Ca the 
acknowledgment and adoration of their 
true Gody and they had again recourfe tcv 
the law by which they reformed their 9C^ 
tions. And this appears the moft flriking 
mattelr of fed, afeer their return from the* 
Babyloinifii captivity ; ii!i^ which haviiig Of- 
fered, verjr much for their defediiem fifetti 
God, thl^ f^Rct^irAs adhered nMi« i^fdff 
to their larw than ever. 



< ■■ 



Th r^ more ftrift adhereheetid' tho'law was> 
Brought about by the diligence of Nehemkk^ 
and MakcM the prophets, arid BfiwA th* 
prieft in particular, a great reformer, whd» 
ftt hihirelf with true religious 45ea|i e» iefoniff 
abufes, and to prevent the difbrdeps' introM 
duced by licentious pra£bices> and paiElfidifi^ 
larly with refpedt to the marrMge-ordinoHee^f 
It appears upon record^ in the Bibfej thai 
they were ordered to put away their flrang* 
wives, the taking of which was exprefsiy lo^ 
bid by their law, butthepra<fticewa;s*lan€fi'4 
oned by king Solomon, and even by-fbrtre-of 
theirpriefts. At thi^ period of refbrmaStioiij 

it 
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it[ is highly probable^ tfiat polygamy, among' 
other fpeciw . of liceatJottfhefjr^ was prohU 
bited, agreeable to the letter and^ fpirit' of * 
the law : for I hav€ read in more than one 
author of credit, that^ it was not praAifed 
after th^ir return frbtifi^tbe BeL^j^ohi(k cap- 
tivity 5 which I cannot fifttribuW te any tllAig 
. . - • . * # 

but Ezra's r^formv which <ras gefieraJ, andP 
eafily carried into exeeutioaf5r6m'theKtlnibled 

• 

fpirit of the people, deeply impreflcd with-— 
not ideal, h\xt fenfibte fielihgs of the-terrb- 
ble confequejices of wilfuj^y and deliberately 
offending God. But this wea not merely- a 
matter of expediency, from the, then Hake cf 
things, fiDunded barely on human wijRfom 
and political confiderations j but it ha4 for 
its objcft the future fecurfty of the^ divihe- 

favour; ^i^ confequently. was fucji a ?efor- 
mation^as "Was confbnant tq the law, but in^ 
dircft oppofition to fome praftices that hadJ 
tJSSWifiA a. fen<ftion (vom cujlom^ Th^^ughi 
this might not be the reafon of Ezra and: 
others reading the law publicly, whibk was> 
matter of duty every fevefath ycar^' at the: 
fpaft ,o£ Tabernacles.-; yet, it is very pro-^^ 
bable, it was the rcajfoii why fo much pains 
J. was 
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Ifas taken to make ' the people underltaiid 
It. See Nchem. viii. 8* When the law wa* 
ready the true fenfe of it given, and the peo* 
pie -made to know its real meaning, which 
was neceflary to deleft ,the corruptions' of. 
it — *' 4U tke people "wiBpt, when they heard 
^.* the words of the law/' NehcSri. viii. 9.^ — , 
ihcy bewailed their ignorance and violations 
of it, under a deep fenfe of what had lately 
been the confequence. I cannot here but 
obferve, that while the Jewifli theocracy 
was adminiilered by Moffisand Jofhua, and 
after them, by Judges, jhofe were the pureft 
ages in the Jewifh Hiftory,- but. when the 
adminiftration came into the hands of kings, 
the people became degenerate, and great 
enoYmitieSy which probably were produftive 
of this degeneracy, had the iandtion of great 
examples. The Jewifh feafts, in remein^ 
brance of their delivery from Haman'styran- 
ny , were real Bacchanalia, the men wore wo- 
men's apparel, and the women men's, in direft^ 
oppofition to the * law of God, which thcif 
riot and mirth led them to violate. But 
though the Jefws are very far froni bfiing 

♦ Deat. 22. Sf . 

cleared 



P6LYG AM Y. 2^5 

cleared from all imputations of vicei, yet 
they moft certainly excelled Other nations 
with refpeft to their piety and their laws* 
To ihftance one particular only : — It ap- 
pears from authentic hiftory, that the Jews- 
were the only people who made a public 
national acknowledgment of only one God^ 
and amongft whom his worfhip was efta- 
blifhed firmly, being z. fundamental law of 
the ftate : — whereas among all other nations, 
and in all ages, previous to the Chriftian 
asra, polytheifm and iddlatfy were univerfally 
prevalent. Even here we fee a moft valuable 
and happy effedt of the Mofaic conftitution — 
the prefervation of the knowledge of the 
true God, his unity, and worfhip, which 
are objedts of the firft importance to reli- 
gion and mankind. But if we read the 
monuments that ftill remain of Heathen an- 
tiquity, and contemplate both fyftems and 
praftices, upon a comparifon, we fhall find 
an aftoniftiing difterence in favour of the 
Jews. Even if we were to confine our- 
felves to Greece and Rome, we fhall find an 
inferiority with refped: to the knowledge 
and worfhip of the one true God, and gene- 

C c rally 
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rally fpeaking, with refpc<3: to morals alfo-— * 
a ftrikJng proof of the neceflity and benefit 
of Revelation — ^and that it is fupcrior to the 
wifeft human legiilation and fyflems of phi-- 
lofophy. 

» 
But ftill I contend^ that although the 

Jews were defervcdly, both in themfelves 
and their great progenitor, Abraham, the 
peculiar people of God, being fuperior to ^ 
the reft of the world in religious worth ; 
yet, as they had many vices, which might 
be rather excufable in thofe unenlightened 
times, they cannot be propofed to us as ex- 
amples, with refpedl to their cuftoms, and 
particularly fo when thofe cuftoms are re- 
pugnant to the divine law, as is the cafe 
with polygamy. 

If we were to eftablifli any rules of life 
from the conduft of others, we ought moft 
certainly to look up to the beft charaders* 
Adam, Noah, Ifaac, and Jofeph, were not 
polygamous ; and as to their refpeftability, 
no one can objedl -.—perhaps Jofeph, con- 
fidered as a chanwSer, is the firft in virtuous 

and 
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and religious eminence in all Jewifh anti- 
quity; therefore, if the conduft of the beft 
men were to diredl, we muft conclude againft 
a plurality of wives at once ; and we (hall 
be the more inclined to this, if we do not 
forget the motives that induced Abraham, 
Jacob, and David, to the contrary pradlice ; 
and alfo, that no fuch reafons can occur now, 
any more than reafons can occur for reviving 
that * law of the Jews, which difabled them 
from marrying out of their own particular 
tribe, which was calculated to keep up the 
grand diftinftion among the twelve tribes, 
efpecially that of Judah, from whence Chrift 
was to come. Indeed, I do not perceive that 
polygamy, in our times, can owe its encou^ 
ragement to any thing but ivanfon licentiouf* 
nefs ; therefore muft fet it down in the num- 
ber of things that are JtnfuL 

* Numb, xxxvi. 8, 9. 
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CHAP. V. 

Polygamy contrary to Reason and 

CommoJ^-Sense. 

IF the obfervatlons already made in a for- 
mer chapter concerning Nature and its 
didates^ have in them any verifimilitude^ 
and if the cdnclufions drawn from them were 
pertinent, we muft decide in behalf of the 
queftion from the united teftimoriy of Reafon 
and Common-Jenfe ; fince they are in an unde- 
bafed condition in unifon with nature : — the 
voice of one is the voice of all : — they can 
no more, in a flate of originality or due im- 
provement, incline the human mind to con- 
tradi6lory adlions, of different moral fyftems, 
than they can incline it uniformly to evil. 
Thus I think of the attributes of man, and 
in thinking thus I adore their author. What 
thofe attributes of human nature are — ^ading 
uniformly with it, and aflifting all its ope- 
rations, has in fome meafure been defcribed 
already, and the defcription will not, I fup- 
pofe, be much oppofed— I have confidered a 

ftate 
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ftate of nature to be focicty, and therein 
primitive fimplicity of manners. Common- 
fenfe I have taken to be certain perceptions 
and ideas founded on the eternal reafon and 
difference of things — ^a confcioufnefs of right 
and wrong : — ^and Reafon I have made a 
thinking, refled:ion on, and comparifon of, 
thofe ideas, particularly when complex, to 
difcover moral truthis. But where Reafon 
and Common-fenfe are to be found, is a 
qucftion that may not be fo eafily decided :— -- 
fomc moral conditions of mankind are fo 
debafed, that the laft fpark of them is almoft 
extinguiftied, whilft that of others has hap- 
pily preferved them alnipfl genuine and unr- 
adulterated « 

Some fpeculative writers, unwilling to be 
informed by the hiftory of mankind, (whence 
only authentic materials can be collected) 
and led on by fancy and imagination to fub- 
ftitute hypothefis for reality, in their attempts 
to analize fentiments, and to diilinguifh, in 
the human charaSer, its original qualities, 
and alfo to mark the limits of what they call 
nature ^nd art— or what is original, from that 

C c 3 which 
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which is adventitious — ^have produced no* 
thing but fruitlefs enquiries^ wild fuppoii- 
tions, and unfupported conje<%ures. In this 
wide field of fanciful notions they have been 
totally bewildered j and yet we are apt to be 
the dupes of a fubtilty^ which amufes us 
with fpecious promifes of improving pur 
knowledge, by exhibiting a model of nature 
in its original ilate. That fociety is a ftate 
of nature, the hiftory of our fpecies plainly 
t«lls us — ^nay, we feel the truth of it in 
our own propenfities. Art and invention 
are alfo natural ;-^they are feen in the con- 
dition of the favage as well as that of the 
citizen s and yet human reafoaers diftingui(h 
them from, and even oppofe them to, nature ; 
though there are no traces of the human 
ftory when thefe did not exift \ which feems 
to intimate that they, as well as fociety, are 
as old— I mean in their principles, as man- 
kind. As a writer of no mean ability 
aflerts, ** the higbefl refinements of political 
^* and moral apprehenfion, are not more arti* 
" ficial in their kind, than the firft opera- 
** tion of fentiment and reafon ;'**-— indeed 

• Fergufon*s HJft, of Civil Society^ Part I. Scft, i. 

the 
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the latcft efforts, in the way of invention, 
are but a happy continuation of what was 
begun in the earlieft and rudcft ftate of man- 
kind. And I am fully of opinion, that were 
a colony of children tranfplanted from the 
nurfery, with the fame phyfical, mental, 
moral, and focial powers, that are common 
to mankind, untaught and undifciplined, 
left to form a fociety, without any commu- 
nications with the reft of mankind, the very 
fame things would be tranfadted that are 
already recorded in the hiftory of mankind. 
The human race at firft were exadtly in this 
predicament. Who taught them the arts 
and fciences ?— Whofe example and inftruc-* 
tion did the firft artift follow ? — ^Who fug-, 
gefted the neceffity of education, before it 
was put in practice ? — ^Who harangued on 
the benefits of fociety, before men lived in 
focieties ? — ^That man is an inventive,, dif* 
ciplined, and focial beiog in various grada- 
tions, muft be referred to the progreffive 
operations of phyfical powers :— a contem- 
plation of thofe powers, in themfelves and 
confequences,^ would point out the origin 
and progrefs of the arts and fciences-'-HDr, in 

C c 4 other 
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other words, the whole of human knowledge 
in that way. And, was it not foreign to my 
purpofe, I might fully fliew that thofo 
powers, a<fling with and combined to falutary 
purpofes, conftitute fuch proofs of defign, 
that hence we infer the exiftence of a God : 
But not being any way engaged by the objedt 
for which I write, to difpute about the fourcc 
of exiftence, I (hall quit that matter, to 
prove that the God of nature, in his pofitivc 
laws, enabled what is the genuine language 
of nature, reafon, and common-fenfe und&« 
generated ; hut to make pofitive laws, which 
are not local or temporary, in oppofition to 
the phyfical powers of nature, is a mere 
folecifm in philofophy. 

If we attend to our fpecics in fociety, 
where particulars are eafily colle<3:ed, and 
vouched by the beft authority, we fhall be 
furniihed, in the courfe of our enquiries, 
with a collection of fadls, which will lead 
us to the moft important knowledge, and 
will fupply data for determining the confe- 
qucnce of phyfical powers with refpeft to 
the purpofes of life* But if we leave this 

certain 
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certain mode of information refpedting man, 
for wild conjeftures about an imaginary ftate 
of nature, we fliall always remain in igno- 
rance and doubt. What has led men into 
ftrangc fpeculation, with regard to the ori- 
ginal fituation of their fpecies, cannot be 
accounted for in any other way, than by fup- 
pofing the different conditions of mankind, 
which are progreffive, to have given rife to 
it. Probably the lowed conditions have 
been moft attended to ; and fuppofing thefc 
improving from particular obfervations and 
experiments : — they have fuppofed further, 
that nature itfelf has undergone changes 
from certain adventitious circumflances, and 
that the primitive model is only retained in 
fome of thofe animals whofe fhape has the 
greateft refemblance to ours : — Conclulions 
as weak as they are ignorant ! — In the de- 
fcription of a man, it is as neceffary to re» 
tain his difpofition to friendfhip, and confe- 
quently fociety, the ufe of the tongue and 
reafon, as the eredt pofition of his body. 
Indeed the moft earjy and lateft accounts 
from every quarter of the globe, reprefent 
mankind as collected in bedies, therefore I 

am 
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want and wretchednefs ; — or, from the vi- 
cious habits that mature ifrom growing luxury 
and licentioufnefs. Certain it is^ that all 
degeneracy, whatever be the caufe, may be 
productive of a moral condition equally re- 
mote from this perfedl focial ftate of nature. 
In early times, it is probable that it did not 
fall to the lot of the majority of mankind i 
and therefore cannot be determined by their 
moral condudt, any more than a juft deter- 
mined idea can be fixed to common-fenfc 
from the opinions of the then bulk of man- 
kind. 

If then reafon and common fenfe, as con- 
nedted with human nature, and effential to it, 
are not banifhed by focicty and its concomi- 
tant civil eftabliftiments -, but perverted on-* 
ly by the degraded ftate of barbarifm, or the 
vicious refinements of polifhed nations ; 
then we muft look for them in civilization 
between thefe two extremes, where native 
fimplicity of manners is moft prevalent, 

I THINK we may fet it down, as a matter 
of certainty, that the greater part of Chrif- 

tendom 
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tcndom may be ranked here. That chrif- 
tians are, and always have been, defeftive 
in reafon and common fenfe, fo far as re- 
lates to marriage, is a poiition equally inad- 
miffible, as that they are miftaken with re- 
fpcdt to the evidences of their faith. The 
univerfal confenty in favour of the union of 
the tivo onfyy in all ages of chriftianity, in- 
timates that monog<uny is not contrary to the 
dictates of the heft conceptions of the human 
undcrftanding, or the beft movements of the 
heart. To this form of marriage all chrif- 
tians— excepting a very few Hereticks,.have 
alw;iys uniformly adhered ; and as to their 
difference in the mode of celebration, that 
alters not the matter immediately under con-» 
fideration. Monogamy is a rational practice, 
and confiftent with common fenfe, whether 
carried into execution by the marriage cere-, 
monies of Great-Brit*ain, the nations of the 
South Sea, or the Cape of Good-Hope. 

Here alfo, I might pertinently introduce 
the antient Greeks and Romans, famous for 
their reafon and good fenfe, who were mo- 
nogamous, with a vaft number of enlight-^ 

ene4 
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ened individuals, who rationally condemned 
and abhorred the pradtice of polygamy, in 
countries even where it had the fanftion of 
cuftom and law : — *but I pafs rapidly over 
thefe matters, and a thoufand other corro- 
borating circumftances, that might be ad- 
duced, merely becaufe I would not lay too 
much ftrefs upon them. Not but they 
might be made very formidable, by calling 
in the aid of logic ; but I have always dif- 
dained exaggerating any circumftances, how- 
ever favourable to my caufe : my only wifli 
is to reprefent things as they are, and to 
leave my readers to judge for themfelves .i— 
In confequence thereof, I have prefented the 
world with a plain collection of fadts, un- 
recommended by argument or perfuafion, ve- 
ry different indeed from that fophijlicated 
Jluff to which they are oppofed. 

In this chapter, the teftimony of many 
fenfible writers, deferves to be attended to 
and brought forward -, but were all to be 
noticed that even deferve it, a volume muft 
be affigned for that purpofe, which I can by 
no means think of. I feel myfelf however, 

called 
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called upon to adduce fome evidence from 
this quarter, and am not a little diffarefied 
how to choofe out of the abundance that of-- 
fers. I ihall attend to but little, and that 
chiefly of the antients, becaufe I do not look 
upon this fort of evidence as decifive in it- 
fclf. 

Hermione, though taken-in over An- 
dromache's head, is introduced by Euripides 
faying— *ovK yif KoAof 

Avtr» yvtmiulit m»if inoi rj^ir. Eurip, And. V. I77. 

It is not good for a hujband to have rule over 
two wives. And further in the book wa 
find it afferted 

Ov 9% Wot if ti^fjt» 
Axoiir^fijJoir ivtAi^ cuijfof. V. 464, &C« 

^' Ne'er will I commend 

** More beds, more wives than one; nor 
" children curs'd 

'' With 
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*^ With double mothers^ bancs and plague? of 

" life. 
** Let each good man poflefs his fingle bride, 
*^ And check the intrufion of a rival dame/* 

To leave the good fenfe of Athens for that 
of Rom e 



•Connubia mille 



Non illis generis nexus, non pignora cura^ 
Sed numero languet pietas. — Claudian de 
hello Gildon.-^ ** In many matrimonial 
*^ connexions there are no ties of rela- 
^* tionfhip, nor pledges of care ; but affecr 
^* tion grows languid by the number/* And 
Salluft obferves, Verum ea neceflitudo apud 
Numidas, Maurofque^levis ducitur i quia 
finguli pro opibus, quifque quam plurimas 
uxores, denas alii, alii plures habent, fed 
reges eo amplius. Ita animus multitudine 
diftrahitur, nuUam pro focia obtinet, pariter 
omnes viles funt. — Sail, de Bell. Jugurth. 
Cap. 82. *^ But the tie of affinity is light- 
ly efteemed amongft the Numidians and 
Moors I becaufe amongft them every one 
may have as many wives as his wealth will 
admit of, and accordingly fome have ten, o- 

thers 
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tilers more, but the kings ftill more. Thus 
the mind is divided by the number, none iar 
taken for an affociate, but they are all treated 
with contempt alike." With refpeft to wri- 
ters fincc the chriftian aera, they have all, ex- 
cepting a very few, given their fufFrages, as 
reafon and common fenfe diredted them, a- 
gainft polygamy. Here indeed we have the 
mofl conclufive evidence that human tefti- 
mony can afford. And as I have always been 
equally unwilling to be miflcd myfelf as to 
miflead others, I have taken no fmall pains 
to inform myfelf on this fubjedl. I have 
had accefs to public and private libraries, 
for this purpofe : and am not a little obliged 
to many ; but I owe my acknowledgments 
in a particular manner, to the politenefs of 
one gentleman in this -j- county; and to 
whom alfo fociety is much obliged for his 
ftrenuous oppofition to the repeal of Stat. 
26 Geo. n. ch. 33. commonly called the 
marriage aSl. But though in confequence 
of my refearches I found human teftimony 
on my fide, yet I by no means wifh even to 
attempt to put more value upon this, fort of 

' t Hampfliire, 
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evidence, than it defervesj nor will I fay 
any thing with refpeft to the comparative 
merit of authors, or magnify authorities :-*- 
I know that truth is equally valuable, whe- 
ther fpoken by the Archbifhop of Canter- 
bury, or the humble Redlor of Colemere* 
In reality, , what gives value, ta humiyi 
teftimoDy, is its conformity to the divide 
law j— indeed,, the fentiments 6f Qirifti^n 
writers in general, -wkh refpeft to marriage, 
are confonant'to tHis^ law ; for, as' Gronoviuar 
Cbfervesy in his CofliAient on Grotius de 
Jure; polygamy l^ forbidden Uge Gbrifiir^ 
hy tht law (g^T Ci$r^ :— and this is the fenfe 
of the paflage commented u'pooi:-^** Ex 
Chrifti lege irritum eft conjugium feum eo 
qui maritus lit alterius mulieris, t>b jus illud 
quod Chriftus feminse pudicitiafai fervanti 
dedit inmaritum."— *f By the law of Chrift 
a marriage is null and void with hira, who 
is the hoibaftd of another woman, becaufe 
of that right which Chrift gave to the wo- 
man to prefcrve her chaftity over her huf* 
'' band." 
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CHAP. VI. 



Polygamy a Civil Inconvenience. 

AS Polygamy Is prohibited by the dhine 
laiVy fo it is alfo by the policy of all 
prudent nations; undoubtedly befiides other 
reafons^ becaufe it i8> as Judge filackftone 
obferves, ^^ fo great a violation of the pub- 
lic ceconomy and decency of a well-ordered 
ftate/' Comment. b% iv; c* 13.— From what 
has been already obferved^ I may aflert that 
our municipal law, with refped to marriage, 
is grounded on natural law^ and does not 
create, but only enforce, difabilities. In 
regard to a man's having a plurality of wives 
at once in particular, I may fftfely fay the 
law of God has expreflly forbid the banns, 
and fociety and government have feconded 
this, which is highly neceflary in the prc- 
fent corrupt ftate of things, by civil difabi- 
lities intended to operate as moft effedual 
preventives : — of courfe they are fuch that 
they make the contrad: void ab initio ^--^xkit^ 

do 
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tio not diflblve a contradl already made, but 
they render the parties incapable of forming 
a contradt at all ; and confequently, if under 
the legal incapacity of a prior marriage un-- 
diflblved> any two come together, it is not 
confidered by our laws as a matrimonial, but 
merely a meretricious union k - All chriftian 
ftates have adopted this policy, either becaufe 
confonant to the law of God, or calculated 
for the good of fociety — or both. And the 
canonical difabilities concur, which are 
grounded, on the exprefs word of God, or 
plainly deducible from it : — ^if fo, then it 
muft be Jinful for any> thus previoufly inca- 
pacitated, to attempt to contraft matrimony. 
Indeed, if we look back into the political 
hiftory of antient nations, and that of the 
Orientals in particular, we fliall find, that, 
excepting a few, where the gratification of 
the moft fhameful luft had the fandion of 
religion^ the reft unartimoufly prohibited 
polygamy by law \ — 'but praftice was diffe- 
rent, which inconfiftency cannot be account- 
ed for, but by fuppofing growing luxury and 
licentioufnefs to have had fuch influence over 
the minds of men, as to lead them to every 

D d 2 vice. 
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Our laws make it felony, within Benefit of 
Clergy, becaufe of the civil mifchiefs it ia 
prododiive of, leaving, as I fuppofe, the idea 
of a moral offence to that jurifdidion, the 
reftriAiojis and punifliments of which ara 
more immediately intended pro falute anim^^ 
I ought not, however, to forget to acquaint 
my readers, that polygamy is the law of the 
Alcoran, and confequently the pradtice of. 
Mahometans i and they have my permifEon 
to attend to this circumilance as much as it 
deferves* I have only to obferve, that a cer* 
tain Reverend Gentleman deferves well of 
the difciples of Mahopet, for his ftrenuous, 
fupport of their marriage inftitution; and 
probably if he was to fettle among them in 
a civil capacity-'F-^foy J think any other too 
narrow for his great abilities-r-he might be 
fortunate enough to rife to the honour of a 
three-tailed Vizier^ . 

• * 

From thefe, and the preceding obferva- 
tions, made on the origin, progrefs, and fup- 
port of polygamy, it feems to( be too con- 
temptible to be recommended to ftatefmen i 
and moreover as in civil fociety it is fo mif-i 
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chicvous in its cffc&s, it demands the coer-- 
cion of the magiftrates. It is in a ftate, a9 
in a well-governed family, the members of 
each are bound to conform their general be-. 
haviour to the rules of propriety and decency, 
and to be inofienfive in their refpe^ve fta« 
tions. Commonwealths are made op of 
families, and any diibrders in the lefler (b- 
cieties zSc& the greater. If we wifli for 
public and private happinefs, we muft avoid 
offences againft the due regulation and JhmeJ^ 
tic order of the kingdom. Then, if apla* 
rality of wives affeft the public ceconcmy^ as 
it certainly does, it ought to be prohibited 
by the laws of all well-ordered governments, 

for tha^ very rcafoq. 

When men are either permitted, or en-s 
couraged, to take as many wives as they 
plcafe, the reciprocal rights of hufband and 
wife muft eventually be violated, and all, or 
the far greater part, of the duties of this 
private but i^ear relation of perfons, muft 
be interrupted or wholly neglefted. The 
polygamift, u^iftudious of any of the arts 
to pleaf^, nay, totally regardlefs of acquir- 
ing 
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ing or pradtifing thofe amiable virtues which 
render domeftic life happy, foon finds pre- 
tences to make new acquifitions of female 
property : — ftudied Hqentioufnefs, ingenious 
luxury, and wanton enjoyment, fean the 
only obje<3:s pf his purfuit ; by which means 
marriage, inftead pf reftraining, promptejs 
illicit defire^ and under a legal name becomes 
the. vitef^ projiitution :— nor can it, under 
thefe circumftances, fail pf having the moft 
perniciou5 efFedts, . not only in families, but 
in the coqmiunity at |arge ; but by tihe moft 
rigid moraja^ or depriving women of that; 
rank in fociety, which God and nature de- 
figned them. I do not fay that thefe would 
prevent the evils, for fUch an afTertion wpijld 
be falfe ; becauft expe^rienc? teaches that 
they would only operate a§ palliatives..— 
What has been, and always will be, the efFedls 
of polygamy, we may read in the hiftory of 
Perfia. '* The Perfian court was at that 
period (Hamza's time) the theatre of un- 
punifhed inceft, luft, and murder : the fo- 
vereign was defpotic, and the people, the 
greateft equally as the meaneft fubjedts, the 
nioft abje<3:of flaves; io that nothing was more 

P d 4 common 
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common than for the wives of the moft con-- 
fiderable noblemen there, to proftitute them- 
felves, with the knowledge and confent of 
their hufbands, to the reigning prince. Fra- 
tricide, however ihocking it is in all fenfes, 
was, though not the leaft, the moft excufable 
of the crimes of their monarchs ; for their 
fons^ being begotten upon different mothers, 
who mortally hated each other, and inftilled 
the fame fentiments into their children,- did 
not think themfelves relations in blood, Co 
much as rivals in intereft, and with their 
firft milk they fucked in a deteftation of one 
another. Such are the dreadful eiFeds of 
polygamy in an arbitrary country ; and from 
that fource moft of the evils have prpceeded 
which ftiock humanity to read/' — ^Guthrie's 
Gen. Hift. of th? World, vol, VlII, p. 3^ 
o&slyo edit, 



It is confirmed by alj experience that .po« 
lygamous contracts afe totally deftruftive of 
domeftic happinefs ; and jealoufies> anipio-^ 
fities, and the implacable hatred hereby ex^ 
cited between mothers^ ^nd eventually be- 
tween their children, which, if they dio not 
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break out into crimes quite intolerable to 
fociety, have fuch malignant influence, that 
the duties of relationjhip are difregarded, and 
in this flate of things, order zxA filial fiAor^ 
dination cannot exift ; the firft principles of 
civ^il fociety, which appear to me to be, in 
ibme meafure, founded pn parental authority 
originally, are ftabbed in the very vitals.— 
There muft alfo be an end of zM family af^ 
tachment and the ties of benevolence : hov^r 
then can we expedt mankind to be united by 
the moft endearing of all ties, that of bene* 
volence, when their primary obj efts cannot 
fecure them ? — Hence in the world we muft 
look for mifanthropy and all its horrid con- 
fequences. In reality all authority muft be 
hereby fliook to. the very foundation, which,i 
with refpe($t to nations, in all human pro- 
bability, will end in fome kind, of revoluti- 
ons, but moft probably in the eftablifhment 
of defpotifm. To the increafe of thofe pri- 
vate and public evils, the partiality of the 
polygamift to one particular wife and her 
offspring, which it is impoflible to avoid, 
contributes not a little. From this parti- 
l4itjr, while fome ar? fuitably educated, o- 

thers' 



410 THOUGHTS ON 

tbers have no education at all; but like their 
mothers, rejedled and defpifed, they are con- 
demned to the moft fervile offices^ and 
doomed to ignorance and wretchcdnefs, with- 
out any profpedt of attaining that rank in 
life, which otherwife they might, merely 
becaufe not favourites. How much this 
likely to aflfeft the integrity of mankind, and 
to put fociety upon a wrong bafis, cannot 
but be evident even to the moft carelefs ob- 
f?rver. 

The fcheme of a plurality of wives at 
once, which is nothing but a fcbeme of de- 
bauchery y would revive the old plan of dif-?- 
truft and confinement, inefficacious as to the 
objeift of it, and finally tending to debafc 
the minds and piorals of mankipd. Moore, 
who has a right view of this matter, has ex- 
prefled my fentiments niuch better than I can 
do in any words of my own; therefore I fhall 
take the liberty to quote him^ <* The old 
pl^n of diftruft and confinement, without e-? 
ven fecuring what was it's objeft, muft have 
had a ftrong tendency to debafe the minds 
of Ijpth the hufband and the wife ; for what 

man 
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man whofe mind was not perfeftly aBjedt, 
could have plcafure in the fociety of a' wife, 
who, to his own convidlion, languifhed to' 
be in the arms of another man ?— Of all the 
humble employments that ever the wretch- 
ed fons of Adam fubmitted to, farely that of 
watching a wife from morning till night 
and all night too, is the moft perfeftly hu- 
miliating/' — View of Society, &c/ Let* 
XXI. 

As the licentious great would multiply 
wives in proportion to their wealth, their 
power, and their influence, wretched would 
be the fituation of thofe females to whom 
nature has been kind by dealing out charms 
in profufion 5 doomed to become the haplefs 
viSiims of pride, luft, oppreffion ; forced a- 
gainft their inclinations by the commands of 
their fuperiors, and detained by locks and 
bolts; they would be the firft objefts, in a 
chriftian country, of that horrid plan of 
rape and moft abominable debauchery, which 
difgrace the commerce of the fe^ies in Ma-* 
Jipmetan countries : 

Where 
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Where each fair neck the yoke of ibiTeiy 

galls, 
Clo$*d in a proud Jrraglio's gloomy nails ; 
And taught, that kvell'd with the brutal 

kind. 
Nor tcnic, nor ibuls, to womta are affigned« 

DuMCOMBE — Feminiad, p. 8. 

Who, diat is not loft to the feelings of 
humanity, would not oppoie a fyftem big 
with fo many evils, and indeed the fource 
of moft. Let the heart, that never knew 
one generous movement, equally a ftranger 
to the tender feelings of undivided love, as 
to the ideas of modefty and delicacy, influ* 
cnce men to contend for polygamy and its 
in&parable concomitant, tyrannical iway o- 
yer the weaker fex ; but defpifed be they by. 
fbciety, and banifhed for ever the £ur circles, 
of our amiable gountrywomcn^ with whofe 
haj^inefs they have fported. Certain it is, 
|hat the Mahometan inftitution of marriage^ 
for which the author of Thelyphthora ib ftrc* 
nuoufly contends, would p^t an end to ma«- 
trimonial endearments, apd wives would, be 
Oothi9^ but tht^aves of pro^itution^ This 

ha« 
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iias uniformly been the cafe, and it Is not to 
be doubted, would be the cafe in this coun«* 
try. But this impolitic 2ind unfcriptural m^ 
ftitution Would not only enflave wivesj^, but 
certainly would be produdtive of general fla-'^t 
very. If I miftake not defpotilin is origi- 
nally founded upon mere fuperiority of forcesi 
and it is rational to fuppofe, that wheoi 
tnankind ceafe to be foftened in their morals 
by that politenefs, which is the confequencQ 
of a free intercourfe between the two fexcs^ 
they will become gradually more and more 
barbarous, and revert to this mode of go^ 
vermnent, unworthy of an enlightened age* 
The rank afSgned to women in domeJHcfodetf 
has very great influence upon the civiliza- 
tion, politics, and morals of nations, as 
has been obferved and authenticated hf 
all intelligent voyagers and travellers*-*- 
Dr. Forfter obfervcs, ** the more debafed 
the iituatioa of a nation is, and of courfe 
the more remote from civilization^ tliemortt 
harfhly we found the women treated." In 
nations where the women are eftecmed as 
they ought to be, and enjoy an equality of 
rights with the mcn> that harflifiefs of man- 
ners 



414 THOUGHTS ON 

ners is taken off^ which is habitual anfiofig 
barbafous people. And a$ manners are^ 
fbftened^ people are proportionately mord 
capable of tender feelings and mutual at- 
tachments. Thofe that contend fo rigidly 
for the BhjtA inferiority of the women, do 
xkpt ieem to recoiled, that what they want 
in bodily ftrength, they make up by that of 
the mind : — the greater delicacy of their 
bodily frame, and the finer texture of their 
nenrcs, put them in a capacity, if they chufe 
to try the experiment, of improving and 
pcrfe£tihg their intelledtual faculties to a 
greater degree thafltneiii As their nerves are 
finer than ours, the imprefiions upon their 
fenfes are more rapid and more vivid : — whence 
they are quicker in obferving the relations 
and properties of things ; theif memories are 
more retentive, and confequently they are 
more enabled to abftradt general ideas fronl 
their perceptions. The men, on account 
of the fuperiority of their bodily ftrength; 
fcem better qualified fof the aftive and toil* 
fonje fcenes of life. Among rude nations^ 
this has fometimes been made the foundation 
of oppreiiion ; and, probably, for the fam^ 
i very 
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very interefting reafon, the fame antiquated 
and abfurd ideas might be revived ; but in 
this enlightened age, and in the prefent ftate 
of things, arid of marriage in particular, I 
cannot even fuppofe fuch a change of notions* 
" But I readily quit a fubjedt about which 
J am not much converfant, and ftill lefs en- 
gaged by the objed for v^rhich I write/* 

r 

Certainly in a fcheme, which can bfc 
in no degree even tolerable without rigidly 
maintaining the inferiority of women, which 
muft eventually make them the moft abjedt 
fervants of their /urfy lords, their mere 
drudges, compelled to perform every labo- 
rious part of domeftic bufinefs, without any 
will of their own, and confidered as beings 
only calculated fot the gratification of brutal 
appetite : — certainly, I fay, this muft tend t^ 
reduce men to a degenerated and barbarous 
ftate, and muft be alfo particularly favour- 
able to abfolute power. Were not men more 
highly civilized by the delicacy and foftnefs 
of the other fex, in confequence of a free 
intercourfe between them, their manners 
would degenerate into a coarfenefs and in- 

delicacy. 
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delicacy, which are charafteriftic of uncul* 
tivated minds. All hiftory proves the truth 
of what I aflert here :— antiquity teaches us 
in every page, that where men have been 
debarred from a free converfation with the 
Other more amiable fex,—- there, boorifh in 
their manners, and unamiable in their gene- 
ral charafter, political and moral, they have 
degenerated in their condition, and Jlavery 
has been the confequence,— or a forlorn 
wrctchednefs. 

What I have been inveighing againfl> 
contributes to rivet , as well as to forni, the 
chains of dejpotijin. In the Afiatic govern- 
ments, which are the moft defpotic, the 
women are treated as the moft abjeft flaves, 
Ihut up in a feraglio, and guarded like prh- 
foners,— -a common confequence of poly- 
gamy. But if the women were fct at liberty 
in the regions of the Eaft, and each woman 
matrimonially conneftcd with the man of 
her choice, according to the original infti- 
tution, I have no doubt but that the allure*- 
ments of the fair fex, would new-model the 
morals of thofe countries, and confequently 

their 
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iheir government, which probably would 
be amended to the form of an European 
monarchy :-^at prefent the fuperftition of 
thofe people feem ftrongly to oppofe fuch 
exalted views. That the confinement, or 
rather imprifonment, of the women, is a 
principal caufe of the abandoned difpofition 
that prevails in the Eaft, is evident from this 
circumftance : — that among the European 
jftateSi thofe people enjoy the greateft civil 
and religious liberty^ where the women are 

■ 

under the leaft reftraint. Hence we find the 
Spanifli monarchy more defpotic than that 
of France. In Spain, where that gloomy 
daemon. Jealousy, influences the bofoms 
of individuals, the Duennas are nearly as 
vigilant as the unuchs of Afia : but in France 
the cafe is very different^ where the women 
are indulged with great liberty, and where 
liberty would prevail univerfally, was it not 
reftrained by the fhackles of a bigotted re- 
ligion. In contending for a free intercourfe 
between the fexes, which is highly expe- 
dient in the prefent ftate of things, I wifh, 
however, to exclude all vicious levity, and 
am only an advocate for every innocent liber- 
: E e ' ty. 
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ty» which in fome meafure conftitutes thtf 
fupremeft pleafure of fecial intercourfc. t 
know the conftitution of man is fuch^ that 
he muft be unhappy without fome employ* 
ment to fix» and alfo fome amufement to 
diflipate hid thoughts; therefore I am for 
allowing all the innocent pleafures of fbciety^ 
and in doing this I confult his happinefs« 

Another appendage to polygamy is p$ly^ 
Zynjj which is cuftomary among thd African 
nations, and leads to the greateft debauchery^ 
and all the horrid confeqiiencesof fedttiftioHf 
attended with dereliction. Ogilby, ki hift 
hiftory of Afia^ page 49, obfeives, that ** the 
Perfians exceed moft countries in wantontxef^ 

and venerial exercifcs; for, befides thea 

J- 

great number of wires, they are vtiy mufch 
inclined to variety of women, and in att 
their cities, except Ardebil, are keptpubMc 
Brothel-houfes, under the proteftion of I!* 
magiftrates." And the fame author iirti- 
mates, that fo abandoned are thofb polygan 
mifts, that the mafler of a feaft thinks it tt 
neceflary to provide women to accommodnte 
his vifitants, as liqour. At a feaft, the flMd, 

retirq 
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tetiTf: into a private chamber with thefe 
Wanton females, and return without the leaft 
ba£hfulnefs s— fuch are the effeits of ^tffiom 
ever degenerated minds^ and th\is does poly- 
gamy tend to make the commerce of the fexes 
a fAere deiauth. In confeqiience of this pro- 
fligacy, which entirely owes its origin to the 
introdutStion of polygamous contracts, their 
marriages are only '* a play oi fa/i and Joofe ;'* 
they turn oiF their wives •* when they plcafe, 
and are ftill for variety 5 and this liberty they 
take the rather^ becsuife Mahomet, in his 
Alaxran^ allows polygamy/' Id, page S4*— 
Befides, they acquire other ccnnpanions to 
their bed by birey and flaves by purchafe^ 
page 57* This infamous and iniquitous 
conrunerce, confoquent on the deiifes of na- 
tuft being unreftrained and abufed, where 
there appears nothing of the rational man^ 
but much of a hetifily pajfionyis^ true picture 
of what muft be the confequence of taking 
many wives at once* If it be allowed good 
philofophy, that the fame caufes muft pro- 
duce the fame eflfeSs, then we may fet down 
this praftice, not as reftraining, but as vaftly 
promoting proititution and its confequence^ 

E e 2 female 
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female ruin: — Proftitution, big with the 
moft horrid mifchiefs to individuals^ is ini«» 
mical to focicty and government.—** There 
are," fays Baron Montcfquieu^ ** fo manj 
evils attending the lofs of virtue in a woman^ 
the whole foul is fo degraded by it, and fo 
many other faults follow upon it, that, in a. 
popular ftate, public incontinence may be re- 
garded as the greatefl: of misfortunes." But 
how ridiculous is it ferioufly to contend for 
the adoption of a fcheme, by way of preven- 
tion andremedy, which mufl, in the courfe of 
things, be productive of all the evils intended 
to be remedied, and many additional ones ! 

In polygamy, conjiigil faith is not reci- 
procal— a condition effentially neceffary to 
every covenant, and particularly fo to that 
t)f marriage, tht moji facred oi 2iXiy . With- 
out this requifite, the reciprocal duties of 
hufband and wife are infecure ; and though 
this is a private relation, yet it is the fotirce 
of all relationfhip and benevolence ; and if 
we neglect the fecurity of its feveral duties, 
we negledl eventually the fecurity of the 
public good, which depends more on dameJHc 

order 
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§rder than the regulations of ftatefmen. In 
contracts the obligations muft he mutual ;— 
both DGiufl: he bound, or neither; — but in 
polygamous contradts the obligations are not 
mutual ;--^thereforc both are not equally 
bound, and this defeat cannot but be highly 
injurious to civil fociety, which is very ma-? 
terially concerned withyefpedt to the obliga^ 
tions and obfervance of covenants. The 
idea of join tenancy has been fuggefted by 
way of anfwer to this fort of objed^ioni 
of which I have only to fay^ that ifr will not 
hold, and that the cpnfidering women as 
mtre private praperty, deftined only to gratify 
brutal appetite^ Ji^s bee;n produdtive of that 
opprefjion and wretchednefs, which have 
been the lot of the fex under the Mahom?^ 
tan inftitution of marriage^ 

In regard to population, an objedt worth 
the attention of ftatefmen, and as fuch no- 
ticed here, mqnogamy, is certainly moft fa-p- 
vourable to that, a§ has been fatisfadtorily 
proved by many ingenious and fenfible rea- 
foners ; and indeed it muft be fo from a 
pbyjical nepeflity. Where the proportion of 

E e 3 men 
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nu^n to women are nearly equal, there is ho 
doubt but it accelerates moft the increase of 
mankind i for by many connexions men are 
not only debilitated^ but alfo exhaufted of 
the principles of generation* Befides, where 
there is an equality of males and females, if 
fome men take feveral wives, others m«ft go 
without, and fo one end of their creifti6h 
would be fruilrated* I have not the lead 
doubt, that eight women with eaeh ^ huf^ 
band, would have more children than if two 
hufhaxvds only were affigned them ; that is, 
each hufband to have four wives. Indeed I 
have never yet heard any pofition of this 
kind controverted even by the moflt ftrcnu- 
ous advocates for 9 plurality of wives :— -in 
reality, it is too notorioufly true to admit of 
any fair oppofition ; therefore I conclude^ 
that as the proportion of women to men is 
nearly equal in this kingdom, as has been 
often proved by the moft accurate cakula^ 
tions, that momgamy, under the idea of 
accelerating population, ought to obtain 
in this country. For though I am confident 
that we have many peculiar advantages arifing 
from Q\Ar infular fituation, an^ the finuofii^ 

of 
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of our coz&Stf yet the increaie of our num- 
bers is too important an obJQ^t to be nc*- 
gledted ; and therefore I canqot but adopt a 
maxim worthy of ftatefmen, that the num« 
bers of the people are tie. rides of the Jiate^ 
if they {^re induflrious. By the increafe of 
the nupfibers of mankind, and the promo- 
tion of in4uftry, new channels are ppened» 
for wealth, and nations are raifed from in- 
fignificance to importance. And in this great 
conunercial country jl the attending to thefe 
things is highly neceflary, particularly fa 
indeed when wc reflet on the envy of our 
neighbo)a(rs^ their wi£he§ t;o humble us, and 
the formidable attenxpts. that are now making 
for that very purpofe^. But if any fhould 
afk my opinion with refpedb to the increafo- 
of the riumhers of mankind, I fhould givQ 
it for n^onogamy under a fkvourable policy^ 
the promotion of induftry^ the prefcrvation, 
of the national virtues, and would r^comi^ 
mend to truft the reft to nature.^ It is; not 
by premiun\s to marriage, allurements to 
the fettlement of foreigners, or the detention 
of the natives at home, that mankind are 
cncrcafed :— give them liberty and perfonal 

g e 4 feurity 
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fecurity — ^nfurc them the fruits of their 
hbour, their trade, or commerce, and even 
where there is no great facility of procuring 
fubfiftence, a foundation is laid in a ftate, 
on which nature has fecured the increafe of 
its members. If the freedom of mankind 
and their happinefs are not attended to, other 
aids to population will be quite ineffedtual $ 
but if they are, fuch tempting fituations will 
be foon peopled up to the meafure of the 
means of fubfijience. But if, as' an ingenious 
writer remarks, ** we opprefs or degrade 
mankind with one hand, it is vain, like 
Odtavius, to hold out in the other the baits 
of marriage, or the whip to barrennefs. It 
is vain to invite new inhabitants from abroad, 
while thofe we already poffcfs are made to 
hold their tenure with uncertainty, and to 
tremblCj, not only under the profpedt of a 
numerous family, but even under that of a 
precarious and doubtful fubfiftence for them- 
felves." Fergufon's Hlftory of Civil Society, 
p. III. fedt. 4. — But at the fkrne time that we 
turn our attention to the numbers and wealth 
of a people, we fhould not forget what is 
the moft important to human fbciety, th« 

prefervation 
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prefervation of national virtues. If thefe 
are not attended to, projedls of mighty fettle-* 
ment, and fudden population, inftead of be-^ 
ing produftive of national fafety, will only 
hurry mankind into fcenes, where, expofed 
to corruption, without virtue, they will be 
fubjed: to it, and, in the end, to oppreffion 
and ruin. If the prevention of corruption is 
not made an objed: of the ftate, fchemes of 
population, of commerce, and of wealth, 
are inefficacious to attain national fecurity, 
or national fafety. Hiftory is replete with 
inftances ^f the corrupted flavifh many being 
fubjugated by the virtuous Jew. In a decay- 
ing ft^te, whatever other means we make ufe ' 
of, we do but tamper with palliatives, ex- 
cept an ultimate remedy is provided againft 
c^rruption-r—xh^ root of the evil.^e^Having 
given this important caution, I will return 
to the fubjedt morp in^np^ediately ynder dif* 
Guffion, 

The growing defpotifm of Europe, un- 
favourable to the increafe of mankind, may 
make many leave it for fituations more allur- 
ing. In regard to purfelves^ a load of taxes, 

(tho'^ 



4^6 THOUGHTS ON 

(tho* under a happy political eftabliihixient) 
which afie£t$ much the neceflaries of lifcj^ 
and makes them icarcely to be procurod ia 
a quantity fufficient for their fupport* by 
the lower orders of men-^thofe induftrioua 
and uieful members of the community ; and 
the engrofling of farms — an almofl intole^ 
rant evil-— are circumftances unpromifing 
with refpe^ to the increafe of our numbers^ 
What a happy fituation for mankind^ when 
'* each man has his houie and his field ta 
himfelf !"— We may fay of it, as Hume did 
of a fimilar fituation^ ^' how favourable ta 
induftry and agriculture, to marriage, and to 
population,^ Befides, the neceffary of life 
is a vague and relative term : — it is one thing 
with the favage, and another with the citizen,^ 
and it varies with the different conditions of 
the latter, as well as the former. The in* 
creafe of the plantain and cocoa of the one,, 
and of the trade, commerce, and wealth of 
the other, make it different. With us, by 
the increafe of wealth, and its concomitantj^ 
ingenious luxury, which has made our ima^ 
ginary wants as clamorous as the natural, it 
is difficult to be afcertained. But I have faid 

enough 
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enough on a fubjed that has been already 
difcuffcd by able writers : — to which I will 
take the liberty to add, that as all wife policy 
abhors celibacy, as repugnant to the inten- 
tions of God and nature, I am not a little 
furprifcd, that, while the minifter is diC- 
treflcd for an objeft of taxation, the batche- 
lors in the kingdom, who are numerous, and 
pafs their time in luxurious cafe, fliould 
efcape his attention » 

In a country where there is not a facility 
of procuring fubfiftence, I am apprehenfivc, 
the liberty of a multiplication of wives, 
prompted by luft, and unreftrained, would 
be very inconvenient, not only to families, 
but to the community at large. In warm 
climes, where little cloathing is required, 
and where fruits, and other things, which 
afford maintenance and fupport to mankind, 
are fpontaneoufly produced, there will be 
little care or concern about the confequencea 
of marriage. But in this country, where 
every thing muft be produced by the aids of 
labour and induftiy, the cafe is very diffe- 
rent, Imprudence, with refped to marriage, 

is 
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a plurality of wives was not any inconve- 
hience or incumbrance, on account of the 
fertility of the foil of their country, and 
their fimple way of living. But if they^ 
found their wives inconvenient of difagree- 
able, Mofes had provided them a remedy by 
divorce for the moft trivial reafons ; which 
is, I fuppofe, a ncceflary adjunct to the fchemc 
of polygamy. I am led to make this obfef- 
vatiori from the united teftimony of hiftory. 
All hiftory is uniform in attefting, that every 
ftate which allowed a plurality of wives at 
once, allowed alfo a facility of matrimonial 
reparations : hence it feems as if they were 
neceflarily connefted. This impolitic in- 
dulgence cannot but be injurious to fociety : 
indeed, when once the progrefs of ingenious 
luxury has vitiated the tafte of mankind, it 
will be found the fource of the worft cor- 
ruptions, as it was among the antient Ro- 
mans. As this is repugnant to the well- 
being of fociety, fb it is alfo to the divine 
law ; which regards with ** fuch myfterious 
reverence" the nuptial tie, that it will not 
have it unloofed for any fupervenient caufe 

but 
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JBut at the feme time that I vieWj with dc- 
teftation^ this pradtice, and all its horrid 
appendages, I cannot but declare my abhor^ 
rencc oi /educing and aiandoning innocent 
females, which have been produflive of fuch 
efFedts as fhock humanity to relate* From a 
fchemc of fedtadtion, which many, from 
whom one might expedt better things, have 
come iftto^ a train of evik have infefted fo- 
ciety* Pofygynj,* confidered fimply in it* 
felf, iinconnefted with its confequences, 
more deteftable than polygamy, becaufe a 
fcheme of total iirefponfibility of the man 
to the woman, prevails vailly among us, and 
deferves reprehenfion^ The latter firft gave 
rife to the former ;— -for after men were al- 
lowed to take women with few obligations, 
they foon proceeded to take them without 
any at all, and to abandon them at pleafure ; 
which muft always be the cafe, when the 
obligations of marriage are weakened or dif- 
penfed with. Horrid are the confequences 

♦ Polygyny, derived from to^w?, multus^ and yc^wj, muUer^ 
imports the having many women without obligation or 
refponfibtlity. Polygamy, from voXv?, multus^ and ywffr^-, 
nuptia^ implies having many wives at once, 

of 
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of fedU(ftion ! — Hence this monfter, profti- 
tution, withgiant-ftrides, proceeds to ^(f^^- 
fulate the land. The Roman fabulous hif- 
tory informs me, that the Cretan monfter 
was fatisfied yearly with devouring feven 
youths ; but not ten times feven, nor a hun- 
dred times feven feduced women, can fa- 
tisfy this monfter. Hear this, ye abandoned 
fons of Adam, and fliudder ! — thoufands of 
beautiful, and once modeft females (and ftill 
might have been fo> had it not been for the 
arts of thofe, who, inftead of being pro- 
teSiorSj become betrayers) are yearly facri*- 
ficed at the fhrine of proftitution ? — The 
author of Thelyphthora, fo far as he had an 
intention of remedying this, had an inten- 
tion that was benevolent. He has reprefented 
the confcquences of proftitution fo mafterly 
and fo juftly, that I will lay it before my 
readers, notwithftanding I differ with him 
as to the mode of prevention,^^ — " The juft 
deteftation and abhorrence with which we 
look on a Turkijh feraglioy and all the appen- 
dages relative to the mariagefnent of if, oilght 
ftill to increafe, when carried to a furvey of 
our feraglios in England-, — 'I mean our public 

brothels. 
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hmthels^ where are to be found numbers of 
young, beautiful, and once modeft and in- 
nocent females, who have been feduced and 
deierted, and are now driven into the horrid 
neceffityof common projii tut ion ^ to keep them 
from ftarving. The doors of thefe houfes of 
infamy are open to every comer — the women 
the temporary property of every vijitor-^ 
filthinefs and obfcenity defile their conver- 
fation, and the moft abandoned profligacy 
attends their ad:ions. libefe houfes are ac- 
commodated to men of all ranks and degrees, 
from the higheft to the loweft ; and left the 
plan of lewdnefs fhould fuffer by being nar- 
rowed within the boundaries of walls, every 
public ftreet, after a certain time of night, 
exhibits a kind of itinerant feraglio^ where 
men are faved the trouble of going out of 
their way : — they are met by numbers of 
women, whofe language and behaviour are 
too Shockingly indecent to mention, and 
who feem fo far to have obliterated every 
trace oi female delicacy, as to retain nothing 
which can befpeak them to be women, but 
their mere (hape. 

F f " Let 
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*• Let us, from thefe fccncs of horror, turn 
our eyes to the wards of a public bojpital^ to 
which the harpies are configned by the force 
of a dtfeafcj which, after having communi- 
cated to numbers of men, threatens their 
own deftrudlion. Here may be feen female 
ruin in its laft ftage of ignominy and mifery. 
The bloom of youth, the gracefulnefs of 
form, the beauty of features, are fled and 
gone ; and the whole frame diflblving into 
corruption, rottennefs, anddufl. The mind, 
equally contaminated with the body, exhi- 
bits a hideous mixture of remorfe, ignorance, 
guilt, ftupidity, hardnefs, and defpair."— 
Thelyphthora, voL \\. p, 86, 87. 

Certainly this is inconfiftent with good 
policy, and difgraceful to humao nature — 
proceeding in the firft place from luxury and 
fenfuality^ and rifing to its prefent enormous 
height from the relaxation of our laws ; but 
if this is not the cafe, and no law in being 
can reftrain it, there is no remedy but com- 
pelling the feducevj if unmarried, to marry 
the woman he feduces — or, if a married man; 
to 7naintain her. But, I am fully perfuade^, 

were 
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Xvere our laws rigoroufly enforced, they 
would put a ftop to the feducing arts of our 
forward youth 5 and as to houfes of infamy ^ 
our law confiders them as public nufances ; — 
and they may> .upon indiBment^^ be sup- 
pressed and FINED. But it is with thefCf 
as with our poor laws z-^entlemen do not 
feem willing to try what they can do i — till 
they have done this, and found them infuffi- 
cient^ it is quite abfurd to introduce others ; 
and particularly fo> if they are found liable 
to equal or greater objedlions. All innova^ 
tions upon our national fyftem of laws, muft 
be attended with great temporary inconve- 
nience ; but when thefe are ill-digefted, fo 
that they will, in the ordinary courfe of 
thingis, be produftive of equal or greater 
mifchiefs than they pretend to prevent, they 
deferve the warmeft oppofition. Innovators 
themfelves fpeak a very different language ; 
but that is not to be wondered at. In all 
attempts to overturn fyftems, it is common 
to endeavour, firft of all, to perfuade men 
that they are ill -governed, are under abfuri 

• I Hawk. P. C. 198, 225. Blackftone's Commentaries, 
B« iv. C. 13 

F f 2 and 
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and vicious cuftoms — prejudiceS'-'-^ulgar er^ 
rers — and fuperfiition : — But in general there 
is more of pride and felf-conceit in thefe 
attempts than real benevolence. It is very 
flattering to human "winity^ when fome fcheme 
of feetning piety is invented, which promifes 
to fct the projedor above the common le^el 
of mankind, even if it is but in his own 
ideas. But fober men will think for thern^ 
fclves, and will not be led away ** by the 
** Height of men, and cunning craftinefs, 
" whereby they lie in wait to deceive."— 

the methodical inculcation of ^«r.— Eph. 
ch. iv. ver. 14. 

After turning my thoughts from fcenes 
of debauchery, proftitution, ruin, and deceit^ 
I can contemplate with great pleafure the ad- 
vantages of modefty and delicacy in the fair 
fex, and honour and virtue in the other : 
thefe advantages I need not recite ; fuffice it 
at prefent to fay, that many fair examples we 
have of this kind among thofe of the higher, 
as well as of the lower, orders of the com- 
munity; — many examples we hzycof ^onju^ 

gal 
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gal fidelity and matrimonial happinefs ; and it 
ought not to be the leaft encouragement to 
our imitation that we have the bejl eo^ample 
in the bigheji place. Whether what I have 
faid, in conformity to the law of God, and 
in defence of our national fyfiem of laws^ re- 
lative to marriage, tends more to the fccurity 
of thefd things, fo defirable to fociety, than 
what a late writer has faid, muft eventually 
be determined by the public voice ^ 

When the difcerning reader has candidly 
revolved in his mind the above poiitions^ 
and others that may incidentally arife from 
them, he will, probably, fee deep into the 
vile and iniquitous fcbeme of Polygamy^ 
When he confiders it as repugnant to the 
laws of Heaven he will condemn it, what- 
ever faniflion it may have from any other au- 
thority : but when he calls to mind its bane- 
ful confequences, which are not reftrained 
within the limits of private families, but ex- 
tend themfelves to the community at large, 
he muft execrate it ; and when confidered as 
deflru(9ive of the juft rights and the happi- 

F f 3 nefs 
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nefs of mankind, nay often of their lives, ho 
may fay in the language of Virgil : 

Triftius haud illis monftrum, nee faevior ulla 
Peftis et ira Deum Stygiis fcfc extulit undis^ 
** A heavier fcourge was ne'er defign*d 
** By hell itfelf to plague mankind/* 

^n. lib. 3, 1. 214, 215. 

Those who wifh well to the public , nay 
that do but confult the peace and comfort 
of themf elves znA families, can have nothing 
to do with this praftice, but to abhor the 
very thoughts of it; and in commendation of 
monogamy contrafted with the contrary prac- 
tice, muft fay with old Horace : 

Felices ter et amplius 

Quos irrupta tenet copula : nee malis 
Divulfus querimoniis 

Suprema citius folvet amor die. 

Lib. I. Ode 13, 1. 17, — 20, 
Thrice happy they, in pure delights. 
Whom love with mutual bonds unites 5 
Unbroken by complaints or ftrife, 
Ev n to the lateft hour of life. 

Francis, 

In 
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In this diftradled and corrupted ftate of 
things, there is a poflibility of a man's being 
unhappy with a finglc wife, — which is no 
objeftion to marriage; becaufe not eflential, 
but only accidental. But it is impoflible he 
ihould be exa£tly in the fame predicament as 
with feveral wives. However, I do not fay 
that thefe objeftions are infuperable, let the 
divine law be what it will. All conditions; 
of human life have their inconvenieijcies 5 
but to attend to thefe, in a way which ia pro- 
hibited by God's law, is folly and impiety 
in the fuperlative degree. Wi^h refpedt 
to the arguments brought againil polygamy 
from its intolerancy in civil fociety, a5 this 
pradice ftands condenxned by the word of 
God, we may fkfely attend to them ; but if 
it had been unnoticed there,, they would be 
fufficient to convince us of the. inexpediency 
of it. \n reality it is fuch an offence againft 
domeftic order, and the due political regimen 
of ftates, that even if the Bible had not de- 
termined it either lawful or unlawful, expe^ 
dienpy would deplare againft it. 

F f 4. Before 
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Before I conclude this chapter, I beg 
leave to recommend to my fair country-wo- 
men to pity t\izivfrailjijiersy and to ufe every 
means in their power to refcue them from 
diftrefs and ruin. This benevolence would 
be well extended, in particular to fuch acne, 
a8 having offended with the man of her choice ^ 
is afterwards abandoned by him. Cuftom, 

arbitrary and undiftinguifhing, has configned 
fuch women to infamy equally as proftitutes ; 
but certainly there is a very material differ- . 
encc. The woman, who from a principle 
ofluflor avarice, fells or beflows her favours 
promifcuoufly, is a whore, according to 
the true and radical import of the word, 
nail, or ^ropv^j; but that the woman, who 
gives her perfon into the polTeflion of the 
man fhe loves merely to be his only^ fhould 
be fo denominated, fecms to me repugnant to 
the jufl idea of thofe terms, and to the Bible j; 
however it mufl be admitted that fhe is guilty 
of an indifcretion, of impurity and unclean^ 
nefs ; but not to fuch a degree as to deferve 
to be detefled and defpifed by fociety. Was 
the odium to fall on its proper objedl, the 
Jeducer, it would be a check upon that arti- 
fice. 
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fice, cruelty, and caprice, which charaderizc 
modem gallants : Add to this, a great flood** 
gate of proftitution would be ftopt. Cbild^ 
murder and the procuring abortion would be 
prevented, and the undefigning female, faved 
to herfelf, her friends, and mankind, would 
return to induftry, inftead of repairing to a 
brothel loaded with infamy. However thefe 
obfervations may be received, certain I am, 
that they proceed from the fame principles 
that induced me to write this book, the love 
of mankind, and a benevolent intention of fe- 
curing and promoting their happinefs* 

If in the above thoughts, deduced from 
faSis and univerfal experience, with thofe that 
are immediately fcripturaJy I have fuggefted 
any thing which tends to fecure the weaker 
fcx againft the injujiice, opprejfion, and 4ufi of 
the ftronger : — any thing that tends to pre- 
ferve their rani in /tfe — tJl>eir happinefs — 
matrimonial endearments — ^and the obligations 
of marriage, as enjoined by our wife Creator^ 
or in defence- of our national Jyftem of laws 
relative thereto, as it is conformable to that 
heavenly fyfem — I have gained the objeft J 

had 
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had in view. Actuated only by a defire to 
promote the public good^ and to fupport the 
JUST RIGHTS of Eve's fair daughters, I am 
fingularly carelefs about what learned critics 
may fay of this treatifc, confidered merely 
as a compofition ; and as it is writ more with 
a view to general information, than to con- 
trovcrfy, the latenefs of its appearance can 
be no objeSion. If fincerity of heart and 
honeftv of intentions entitle writers to can- 
dour from the public, I fhall hope for it, 
and particularly from that more amiable part 
whofe caufe I have defended. Truth is truth, 
however mean its appearance, or however 
humble the perfon from whom it comes ; 
therefore the author expcfts it will, in the 
prefent inftance, be attended to, though not 
honoured with a great name. The author's 
only remaining wifh is, that his readers may 
impartially and attentively confider the evi- 
dence brought againft polygamy, on the 
footing of nature, reafon, and that confciouf-r 
nefs oC right and wrong, which is never far 
remote from undegenerated minds, as alfo 
what is faid in defence of our national iyftem 
relative to marriage, and for the prevention 

of 
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of proftitution ; and that they may weigh 
the whole in the balance of the fanBuary^ 
and attend, or not attend, accordingly to 
what is here inculcated. 
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CHAP. VIL 



On the MARRIAGE-ACT. 

AS a neccflary appendix to the foregoing 
(hcets, which have for one principal 
objedl the defence of our fyftem of laws re- 
lative to marriage, I now proceed to take a 
view of Stat. 26 Geo. II. ch. 23. As there 
is no fpecific charge diredtly brought againft 
this law, I am rather at a lofs how to fhape 
an anfwer. to its oppoilrs : but as the oppofi- 
tion of our modern dcclaimers feems levelled 
againft our whole matrimoniJil fyftem, in 
what I have to fay, I ftiall have an eye to 
that, as* well as to the particular provijionsi 
of the marriage-aSlj which I do not intend 
to debate claufe by claufe, but to contem- 
plate the chief matters juft as they happen 
to occur to me, after having adjufted fome 
preliminaries. 

The Propagation of ourfpecies is ne- 
ceffary, for evident purpofes, and nature has 

beea 
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been particularly careful to fecure it :— -in- 
deed it may be called her prin^ary didlatc^ 
and can only be faid to be equalled by the 
defire of felf-prefervation, with which it is 
intimately connedled. With refpe^t to the 
mutual delires fubfifting between the two 
fexes, they are not finful in themfelves ; but 
on the contrary lawful, and may, and ought, 
to be gratified, being neceiTary for the pre- 
fervation of the fpecies — not, however, by 
the loofe and intemperate commerce of the 
fexes, which Nature, ReafoUj, and Scripture 
abhor, but by the chafte medium of the 
marriage^bed. Promifcuous amours, abhor- 
rent from all our ideas of decency and pro- 
priety, fatal to the increafe of mankind, 
their virtue, and their happinefs, can never 
be endured in civil fociety. As marriage is 
neceflary for the multiplication of mankind, 
and for the prefervation of the national vir- 
tue — ^which is proved by univerfal expe- 
rience, it ought to meet with general en- 
couragement, and uniformly has in all well- 
regulated focieties : and this dodrine ought 
to be particularly attended to in this land 
of freedom, where population muft in 

fome 
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fomc meafure fupply the want of territory, 
and, in conjundlion with freedom, give vi- 
gour to trade and commerce, the bafis of our 
national greatnefs. How population may 
be promoted I have already hinted. I am 
not fond of the immediate fchemes of ftatef- 
men : — ^let them take care to do no mifchief ; 
let them not fmother the fire of youth, and 
the bufincfs of marriage and popula- 
tion will go on equal to the moft fanguinc 
cxpedtations. 

Also, if what politicians tell us be true, 
that the wealth and ftrength of nations are 
their numbers^ which feems to have been a 
maxim of the wife legiflators of Greece and 
Rome, and of Mofes the Jewifli legiflator, to 
which I will fubfcribe, provided they are 
indujlrious J I mean the members of the ftatc 
in general ; then reftraints upon marriage, 
greater than the good of fociety requires, 
mull be injurious and impolitic. Throwing 
undue reftraints in the way of marriage is not 
only detrimental to the public by prevent- 
ing the increafe of the people, and particu- 
larly of the lower clafs, — that moft ufeful 

part 
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part of the community ; but is further inju- 
rious to the public, and as Judge Blackftone 
obferves, " to religion and morality, by en- 
couraging licentioufnefs and debauchery a- 
mongft the fingle of both fexes ; and thereby 
deftroying one end of fociety and govern- 
ment> which is concubitu prohibere vago.'\ 
Comment, b. i. c. 15. 

The paflion, love^ being defigned by na- 
ture to be Jironger than reafon, to circum- 
fcribe it rigidly by prudence would be adling 
in oppofition to the prefervation of our fpe- 
cies, but to reftrain it too much by human 
laws, I mean more than the good of fociety 
requires^ is counteracting the intentions of 
nature and of Heaven. In this ftate of things 
marriage may be confidered as an ad: of paf- 
fion rather than of prudence; however all 
prudential feelings ought not to be fubdued ; 
becaufe that would be produdive of very in-^ 
convenient difcretions, which becoming ge- 
neral would ripen into national evils. When 
I reafon in this manner, it is not from fordid 
motives ; but from a conlideration of the 
moral efFefts, and the confequent real hap- 

pinefs 
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pinefs of mankind. For though I would 
not havepaflion wholly to triumph over rea- 
fon, yet no one detefts more than I do that 
wretched fet of mankind, who refer every 
objed to perfonal tntereji. When I confider 
the different fituations of youth, as indulged 
or oppofed in their inclinations, I find my^ 
felf incliped to declare, not againft the laws 
of my country, but againft paternal feveribjr. 
A little imprudence, relative to marriage, 
may be the fource of induftry ; the married 
pair may live happy and virtuous, and may 
procure a competency, whereby the firll er- 
ror is retrieved; whereas on the contrary, 
very different is the probable fituation of 
youth wantonly checked in the wiihcs of 
their hearts i thefe they are apt to indulge 
unlawfully, and inftead of advancing in that 
honourable walk which I have juft mention* 
ed, they ftep backwards into the devious 
nvalks of vice. When youth are inconfide- 
rately deprived of the objedl of their choice, 
confequences difagreeable and ruinous may 
beexpefted. On the fide of the male, diffi- 
pation, folly d^nd debauchery; on that of 
the female, if there is great delicacy of con- 

ftitution. 
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ftitution, death; or elfcj equally loft to her 
friends and the public • fhe herds with thofe 
abandoned and wretched women, where dif^ 
eafe foon puts a period to a difgraceful and 
hated life ; and thus ends many a fine wo- 
mah, who might otherwife have been ranked 
among the moft amiable of wives and oftno^ 
thers. This proceeds not from any defed: 
in our fyftem, but from the abufe of difcre- 
tionary power lodged with parents and guar^* 
dians. I know that the idea of eftablifliing 
this authority in a parent has been repro-^ 
bated by an able orator J i which is founded 
merely^ as he fays, on the parent's reafon and' 
experience being greater than thofe he fhould' 
govern-, and this is repreferited as the univef-^ 
ial plea of defpotifm, public as well as pri-' 
vate. Certainly this is an ingenious way of 
arguing, but there is every reafon to fuppofe 
that parents will ad: as much from parental 
feelings y2iS the didates of experience and ma- 
tured judgment. . And with refpedi to pater- 
nal injundions in particular, certainly they 
muft be fweetened with tht feelings of they^-' 
ther ;— -it is not in human nature to do other-^' 

- + Hon. C. Fox. 
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wife. I can no more admit that the genera-- 
lity of parents can wifli their children ill, 
or oppofe their real happinefs, than I can 
think the Creator of mankind negledful of 
their good. It would be an infult to the under- 
ftanding of mankind to fay, that the hoary 
head of age is not more capable of forming 
juji ideas of mundane happinefs, than youth 
unexperienced and unthinking. If then pa- 
rents are thus circumflanced, the truft repofed 
in them has a rational foundation. In the 
Bible no dodrine is more plainly taught 
tjian that children owe a reverential obedience 
to their parents, and by the law of Mofes, 
contumacy was puniflied with great fcvcf ity* 
With refped: to the affair of marriage in p^- 
ticular, the confent of the father was eflenti^ 
to it. Every reafon that is brought for this, 
will hold equally for that of the mother, or 
guardians, to'v^houx parental care is delegated. 
But fhould the obtaining the confent of th^ 
mother or guardians be impradicable, iv^ai 
their being *' in parts beyp^d the feas/' or 
^* non compos mentis^'' or if they be ** in-. 

duced UNREASONABLY aud by UNDUE MO^ 

TIVES to abufe the truji repofed in them, by 

refufing 
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l^efufing their confent to a proper marriage/' 
then 4ipon application by petition to the 
Lord Chancellor, he will proceed upon the 
petition in a fummary way, and if the pro* 
pofed marriage be proper, it will be judici- 
ally declared fo by an order of Court, and 
may afterwards befolemnized*, becaufethis 
order fuppiies the want of confent. 

No provifion however is made in cafe the 
father firould be unt^eafinably frowardy or la- 
bour under any mental or other incapacity. 
Whether under thefe circumftances, from 
the general reafon of the law, the Court of 
Chanceiy would grant redrefs, is properly 
the bufinefs of profeffivnal men to determine. 
It i is to be wiflied that this remedy was lefs 
expenfive, and brought nearer home to the 
parties \ under the civil law, which our mu- 
nici^^ law in this cafe has partly followed, 
it was adminiftered by the judgie, or the pre- 
fident of the province. However fociety 
may determine in future about the power I 
have juft been mentioning, whether to veft 
it folely in the Lord Chancellor, from the 
idea of his heing the guardian of all infants, 

♦ 26 Geo. II. c. 33, Se£l. 12. 
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and unfettledy which muft be a terrible in- 
convenience to individuals and fociety. 

HI 

After revolving the matter in my mipd, 
I feel myfelf totally averfe to giving up^^f- 
rental authority ^ the fecurity of which is the 
principal objedt of our matrimonial laws ^ in- 
deed reafon, fcripture, and the good of fo- 
ciety forbid it. The moment that this au- 
thority is fuperfeded, a fource of inconveni- 
cies to fociety, and diftrefs to private fami- 
lies> are opened. Then would youthful pre- 
cipitancy and imbecility of judgment beex- 
pofed to all the arts of experienced deceit ; 
then would foUy begin its reign, and youth, 
rafh and precipitate, would be heedlejly plunged 
into an abyfs of wretchednefs, mifery, beg-, 
gary, and ruin. Indeed it would be very im- 
prudent to demolifti or even lower thofe fa-, 
lutary bulwarks, tht formalities of the Mar^ 
riage-ASf, which are raifed againft the arti-^ 
fices^ of defigning men, and the fatal confe- 
quences of the levity of youth. It is ne- 
ceffary to domeftic order and the good of fo- 
ciety, that there fhould be filial fubordina- 
tion — the elements of government ; but yet; 

G g 3 there 
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the luxuries of warm climates, neither the 
law nor I objedl to their being made happy 
with parental confenty refpeiSively with the 
man of their choice ; but without this con- 
fent not only our municipal law, but alfo 
the canon and civil law, oppofe it, ^nd alfo 
the LAW OF Heaven, 

These provifions, with refpcft to age, da 
not owe their exiftence to modern invention ; 
they have long obtained, and experience has 
proved them wife. This policy prevailed 
long in France* and Holland, and other 
countries governed by the civil law — or, to 
fpeak more properly, modifications of it — 
before it was adopted here. But though the 
civil law, being partly of Pagan origin, 
cannot therefore be juftified in every parti- 
cular^ yet in this, which I am contemplating, 
it is highly commendable, becaufe not re- 
pugnant to the word of God, and a fource 

* In France th€ fons cannot marry without parental 
confent, fill they are thirty years old, nor the daughters 
till twenty-five; but in Holland the fons may marry 
without confent of parents at twenty-five years of agc^ 
and the daughters at twenty. 

G g 4 of 
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of private convenience and public advantage^ 
No general rule can be laid down for all 
nations in regard to the age of confent, on 
account of the differences of climate and 
food, and the progrefs of learning. Even 
in the fame country, it may be necefTary to 
change the time from a change of circum- 
ftanccs : from the advancement of learning, 
the arts and fcienccs, the increafe of trade 
and commerce, and the introduction of 
foreign luxuries, accelerating the perfection 
of the powers of the mind and body, it 
would be proper to date the age of confent 
proportionately earlier, — or later, as thefe 
decline. Among us, though there ar? in- 
ftances of early maturity of judgment, yet 
thefe are not general enough to warrant any 
alteration. 

Having faid thus much in defence of our 
fyftem refpefting marriage, fo far as its pre- 
liminaries feem concerned, I muft now cqme 
nearer to its completion. What is^ or is 
not, marriagey may be a queftion of no fmall 
importance. The formalities of marriage 
of any couatry, duly performed, is a good 

civil 
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civil marriage. Though thefe may juftly 
be different in different countries for civil 
purpofes ; yet the divine ordinance of 
marriage — I mean what conflitutes it in the 
fight of the Deity — muft be always t\it fame. 
When we reafon about marriage, we mufl 
confider it in two points of view : — firfl, as a 
divine ordinance^ and as fuch regulated by 
divine Jaw, where we difcover every thing 
that is ejfential ; — fecondly, as a civil contrast^ 
and as fuch the objedt of human laws : — and 
in this latter, if wifdom directs, we mark 
what is expedient — ^what is for the fecurity, 
and declaratory, of the former. If thefe 
pre-requifites for forming a judgn^ent on 
marriage are duly attended to, we fhall not 
confound expediency with neceflity, or put 
the inventions of men in the place of the 
ordinance of Heaven • 

The Bible is by no means filent oxx the 
fubjedl of marriage, — there we find that 
neither perfonal knowledgey nor cohabitation 
alone, conflitute it. As to the ejence of it, 
from an united view of the Scriptures, that 
appears to me to be the confent and folemn 

union 
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union of the two only by paternal pennii% 
fion. Whatever is more than thefe is ad- 
ventitious ; and whatever does not tend to 
their fecurity, is foreign and unneceffary :— 
but whatever fuperfedes thefe isANTiscRip- 
TURAL and IRRELIGIOUS, But with rcfpcft 
to the defcription of marriage — by union, I 
do not mean mere communication of perfons, 
which is but a privilege, but the foleran 
junftion in the name of God. — -*' Confenfus^ 
non * concubitus, facit nuptias,** is a maxim 
of the civil law, and 1 look upon it as juft, 
fuppofing, agreeable to Scripture, a referva- 
tion of the father's authority. Among the 
Jews, from the teftimony of Sacred Hiftory, 
betrothing fcems to have been marriage :— 
this was not private, but notorious, and 
attended with fome folemnity, and carried 
into execution by the friends of the parties 
upon their confent obtained. Without the 
con fen t of the father, marriage could not 
be folemnized, even if a man had gone fo 
far as to take pofTcffion of the perfon of his 
daughter. In conformity to the Jewifh be- 

* Fornication is neither marriage, nor the beginning of 
marriage.— —Bafil. Can. 26. Johnfon's Tranflation. 

trothings. 
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trothmgs, I fuppafe our ecclefiaftical law, 
from VERBAL PROMISES of marriage de 
prafentiy or, in cafe of cohabitation, de fu^ 
turOf compelled the celebration of it in facie 
ecclejio'. But parliament, lefs fevere than the 
canonifts, from a confideration of the diffe- 
rence of promifes of marriage, made imme- 
diately in the prefence, and with confent of 
friends, from thofe that are private, preci- 
pitate, and indifcrect — a diftindlion before 
unattended to, for the fecurity of parental 
confent, and to avoid the civil inconveniencies 
of bringing together forcibly two that hate 
each other, by Stat. 26 Geo. IL c. 33. an- 
nulled the above-mentioned proceeding. 
However, the law, as it now ftands, de- 
tcfling breach of promifes ^ and willing to 
fccure mutual confidence am'ong mankind, 
diows and dire6ts an adtion upon the cafe, 
and heavy damages. When there are mutual 
promifes of marriage, and the man has taken 
poffeffion of the perfon of the woman, which 
the ecclefiaftical law denominates a marriage 
de faSiOy-^M then fhe, by the laws of her 
country, could claim him as her hujband, one 
fourceof proftitution would befruftrated, and 

'' So 
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*^ So many of the Sex would not, in vain, 
^* Of FAITHLESS men, and broken vows, 
^' complain/* 

But to return fron^ what is incidental to 
my prcfent fubjedt, to a topic of argument 
under it : — As confent of the parties, and 
the concurrent confent of the father, are in 
the Bible made necejjary to matrimony ; and 
as our laws make certain provifioAS for the 
fecurity of all thefe, which being obferved, 
conftitute validity, we cannot,, therefore, 
think them antifcriptural, or unfcriptural. 
Parental authority was facred among 
the people of God ; and when we reverence 
it with refpedt to the commerce of the fcxes, 
we reverence the law of God. The law of 
God relative to marriage muft be coUefted 
from an united view of the Old and New 
Teflaments. The notion of antiquating any 
of the divine laws, and leaving them out of 
the Chrijlian Syjlem is as abfurd as it is 
dangerous^ Whatever law is not merely cal- 
culated for a particular people under parti- 
cular circumftances, but is evidently for the 
good of fociety, muft be ftiU in force % and 

in 
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in this cafe it is as folid a maxim as in hu- 
man jurifprudence : — ** Ubi eadem ratio ibi 
** idem jus/' — where the reafon of it is the 
famcy there the law muft be the fame. — Hav- 
ing added thefe cautions, I will proceed to 
the formalities of marriage. 

It is not this or that Matrimonial 
Ceremony that conftitutes marriage in the 
fight of the Deity, though this conftitutes 
a CI VI L marriage ; but the confent of the two, 
and alfo parental^ fandtioned by the folemn 
denunciation, *^ they ihall be one flefh/'— 
Although ceremony cannot be faid to be of 
the effence of marriage j yet it is fo highly 
expedient for the purpofes of civil fociety^ 
and the fecurity of religion itfelf, that it 
would be madnefs to negledt it. Indeed 
fome ceremony has been ufed, in this cafe, 
by all nations antient and modern ; and tho' 
their ceremonies have been different, we may 
fee REAL or INTENDED piety in all of them, 
which proves that they thought the obliga- 
tions of marriage facred, and that they 
could not be fecured inviolable without fome 
formalities. On the contrary, was every 

thing 
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thing left to the private agr^ments of the 
parties themfelves, men would take and abaxi-^ 
don women as fancy or humour Jed them; and 
the commerGe of the {exes would be fuch a 
icene of debauchery^ as even the annals of 
heathenifm never recorded « Certainly it is 
within the authority of civil government to 
prevent diforders of this kind ; and not only 
fb, but to prefcribe rules for enforxing the 
fubUc recognition of God's ordinance : ai^i 
thofe who live together as hu&and and wife, 
without conforming to thofe rules, 4eferTO 
to be deprived of the benefits of fociety ;~* 
nay, to be accounted infamo<;s^ and to be 
PUNISHED. In the prefect degenerated ftate 
of things, the interference of the magiftrate^ 
in regard to matrimony, is abfolutely ne- 
ceffary ; and all focieties have a right to pre- 
fcribe rules in this matter, and every other, 
for the due order and regulation of their 
refpeftive members, and thofe who will not 
conform, deferve to lofe the privileges 
thereof, which cannot be thought unrea- 
fonable, if thofe rules are not inconfiftcnt 
with, or repugnant to, the word of God, 
In fhort, the ftate has a right to infift upon 

fome 
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fbme fecurity for the cohabitation of the 
parties, their fupport of each other, there* 
ligious education of their children, and all 
the duties of marriage^ whether relating to 
themfelves or their offspring. To prevent 
confufion in regard to genealogies, pedigrees, 
and inheritances, as alfo the diftindiion of 
perfonal property, as well as that of wives 
from virgins, it is neceffary that the matri-*- 
monial fervioe fhould be public, otherwife 
it would be ineffe<3:ual to die notoriety 
of the contract 5 for private records, incor^ 
redl and little to be depended on, coujd not 
be admitted in evidence ^-^-or rather, indeed, 
no records at all} — no credible witneff^$; 
could be produced, which would be produc- 
tive of great confufion in human affairs^; 
But for the fecurity of this publicity, 
which is neceffary in a civil view of the; 
matter, a magiftrate's houfe may be thought 
equal to the church, and a magiftrate as 
competent, for the performance of the mar- 
riage-ceremony, as a clergyman. But, be- 
fides the nep^flity of the matrimonial con- 
t^aift being made public, it is abiblutely 
neceffary that it Ihould be formed upon 

principles 
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principles of religion :— for this reafon the 
Primitive Fathers recommended the 
intervention of the Bifliop ; and the Later 
Fathers, upon their authority, made the 
prefence of an Ecclesiastical peffbn 
cffential to an honourable marriage^ Thofe 
diarriages that were infamous ; that is, fuch 
as were prohibited by the Divine Law, but 
not by human laws, were ftigrtiatizcdTjy be- 
ing denied sacerdotal BENEDICTION;— 

they could not be either prevented 6r an- 
nulled ; — becaufc then Chriftians were un- 
aided by the civil power. I know it has 
been aflerted, by fome refpedtablc authorities, 
that Pope Innocent the Third was the firft 
that configned the celebration of marriage 
entirely to the clerical order. Judge Black- 
ftone, who notices this matter, ddcs not 
aflert it as a fail, nor does he adduce a fingle 
teftimony in fupport of it. He gives it as 
his opinion, that ** the intervention of a 
Prieft'* is ** not juris naturalis aut divini \* 
for which he affigns the following reafon :-— »; 
^* It being /aid that Pope Innocent the Third- 
was the firft who ordained the celebration 

of 
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of marriage in the church."*- — I muft con- 
fefs I was once led away by this plaufible 
error; but, upon reading the Fathers^ I 
immediately adjured it : for there I found 
ecclefiafiical jurifdiSlion^ relative to marriage, 
inculcated in words top plain to ' be qucf- 
tioned or miftaken. If then apoftolical tra-- 
dition has any weight in our explanations of 
the New Teftament, we fliall foon determine 
what, in this cafe^ is fcrijJtural. That the 
folemnization of marriage fhould belong ^to 
the priefthood in particular^ feems agreeable 
to the intention of the New Teftament, and 
apoftolical direction. St. Paul teaches, that 
marriage fliould be only in the Lord, . (/*o»9» h 
Kt;pU» I Cor« vii. 39.) St. Ignatius teaches 
the very fame doftrine, (««TiK«pfor, Vid. Epift. 
ad Polycarp.) and that it may be carried info 
efFe(^ual execution, he advifes the intervene- 
tion of the Bifhop. — Ignatius was the dif- 
ciple of St. John, the Apoftle and Evan- 
gelift. 

But upon a fuppofition that this matter 
was left indifferent by the word of God, and 

* Comment, on the Laws of England, b. i. ch. 15. 

H h the 
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the opinions of primitive Chriftians^ yet ftxit 
legiilators have a right to confine marriag!^ 
to a certain defcription of men^ as to thc^ 
civil cffe&s, and to have a Jbrm prefcribed 
accordingly : As to otir matrimonial Jerviceg 
it is as proper and as decent as any that can 
be thought of, and certainly it Ytry much 
to the credit of the compilers. Thefe for-r 
malities have additional fandion^ if they are 
declaratory of, and coincident with, the or- 
dinance of God, As to tJbis, it cannot change,? 
let human kws command v^hat they v^ilL 
Errors in philofbphy do not ehange the law» 
of nature ; nor do they depend on human 
fyftems :~-ib neither do errors in divinity 
alter the divine ordinance relative to mar- 
riage f nor does it depend on human laws :-*^ 
therefore it would be very wrong to fub- 
fcribe to the truth of any things merely be^f 
caufe it is pnblicly received .^ 

From a view of the firft marriage in Para-* 
dife, and from the neceffity of folemnity m 
So facred an inftitution, we difcover many 
mfons forjbme perfon of authority to give 
the woman to the man upon their mutual 

confent,. 
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bdnfex^f, ajad to-pronounce them hufband and; 
iarifc irt^ the name of God. fiut though I ar-: 
guc for a piiicft upon' the authority of the 
Jktbers^ yet I gm tender of faying that thofe 
raarriagcs are not valid, which are ratified 
and confirmed, by magiftrateSi whom the- 
Scripture denominates God's vicegerents. lar 
the times of the grand rebellion all marriagest 
were celebrated by magiftraies ;. and thefei 
Were declared valid by ftat* la Carr. II.: 
^^* 33** ^^ feem« that the wifdom of the 
then parliament judged them vdlid before: 
in the fight of God, but as they v/ere in- 
SarifidX, they wene noc fo' as to civil purpofcs, 
therefore they were declared vaUdin this re-^ 
fpedt alib^ without any freih £b)eiJamzation« 

QttR lapws make the interference of a: 
clcrgyoBan: cffcntial to marriage ; a* t<y itsi 

* The fentiments of that Parliament will beft appear by 
the preamble to this Aft : " Whereas by virtue or col6uz*' 
of certain otdinanceSy or certain pretended a£ts, or ordi- 
iianees, divers^ marriages fince the begiQiiiag of the late 
troubles, have been had and folemnized in fome other man- 
ner than hath been formerly ufed and accuftomed ; No\y 
for tbepreveh^ngof all doubts and queftions touching the 

£une, U is en^<%6d/ &c. 
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formalities at, or previous to^ the folemni-* 
zation, thefc have been various, — ^-Siiice 
they are not of the eflcnce of marriage^ no 
folid reafon can be afligned vvrhy they may 
not change with an alteration of circum- 
flances. However, I by no means attempt 
to j uftify the contradictory ftatutes that have 
been made on this occafion. In the reign of 
Henry VHI* the idea of marriage, merely to 
accommodate the humour of that Prince, 
feems to have been involved in great obfcu- 
rity and inconfiftencies. 

The ecclefiaftical jurifdidion, in this 
country, being fubordinate to the civil, muft 
be directed by the afts of the legiflaturc. 
But as far as I can coUedt the independent opi- 
nion of the church, from a review of all the 
Canons and Deci/ions^ it feems to be, that in- 
formality in marriage is a forfeiture of civil 
privileges, but does not entirely vacate the 

obligation itfelf. — By informality, I mean 
thofe ceremonies which properly come un- 
der the regulation of human government. — 
A civil marriage muft, in fome meafure, be a 
creature of the ftate ; but it would be wrong 

to 
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to make it fupercede the diving injlitution k^ 
felfi therefore inftead of declaring all in- 
formal marriages ** void to all intents and 
purpofcs whatfoever/' a declaratijon that does, 
not feem to be built on the revealed word of 
God, or any apoftolic conftitution 5 as 2i friend 
to Revelatiofty I think it more confiftent 
withChriftian legiflation to fay, to^* civit 
intents and purpofcs v^hatfoever;" to w^hich 
the conftitutional powers of parliament in- 
difputably extend ; and probably it was fo 
intended by the original framer of the bilU 

Though fome of our formalities of mar-* 
riage, fo far as the divine law is concerned^ 
are not matters of neceffityj; yet they arc 
moft certainly, very expedient. And how- 
ever ingenioufly fpeculatiye writers may make 
diftinftions between neceffity and expedien- 
cy, the latter, under certain circumftances, 
may approach fo near to the former, that it 
ought, as fuch, to be paid almoft equal at- 
tention to 5 and therefore, by no means to be 
totally negledled. Influenped by this view 
of things, I argue for fome particular place 
for marriage to be performed in, and fomo 

H h 3 parti 
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particular men for it to be performed byj 
and as it is not only a civil but ^(b a reHgiau^ 
contr^j and in the very nature of U> a znoft 
foJemtt one ; I think that i$ moft conii Aeot 
•with every idea of BECENcy4j propjuety^^ 
»nd puE soi^^MNiT Y, that its obligations 
iliould be ratified and confirmed at the sa^ 
CRED ALTAR, For the famexeafoiis I con- 
clude it befi that marriage ihould he per- 
formed by a perfon in orders ; and what is 
heji, 1% fit eft to be done; and what njituft 
to be done^ ought to be done ; and there is an 
end of the difpute. ." The Church of Eng^. 
)and, though fhe does not confider marriage 
^s a facrament, yet looks upon it as an infti- 
tution so SACRED, that it ought always to 
be celebrated by an *.EcpLESi a«txca:^ per- 
fon/' Brou.ghton, Hift. Jib. title. Mar- 
RiAOp.T^To which I readily fubfcribe, . 

I COULD iay many things wpre in favour 
of the intervention of an ecclesiastic^^ 
which \ opait, left it ihovild be thought jthat 

^ This is founded on the opinions ai^d praflices of th« 
primitive Churchrr-and muft be cpn&ic^sed 9S la^ inftku* 

I am 
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I am only contending for the power, influ** 
eilce, and wealth of that order of men to 
which I belong. However I have no right 
to facrifice truth merely to convince the 
world I have laid afide profeffional prejudice. 

Having fpoken to the circumftanccs of 
perfbn and place, that of time fecms next to 
claim our attention. Though the Jaws of 
God and of nature know no diftinftion of 
times, relative to the celebration of matri-* 
jnony, yet the time appointed by our can-i 
non and ftatute-law cannot but he thought 
highly advifeable; for certainly the nibrningji^ 
when men are coal and conjideratey is the only 
fit time for concluding a compact as lafting 
«LS life. Were rcftriftions of this kind re^ 
moved, a man of family, fortune, and worth, 
during intoxication, might be joined to. a 
proftitute^ Indeed was it indifferent as to 
time and place, for tying legally the bridal 
knot, fuch diftrefs to families, and eventu- 
ally to fociety, wquld enfue, as arc not eafily 
expreflCed. The confent of the father,^^ whicb 
Scripture makes abjolutely neceffary to mar-^ 
fia^e^ wpuld be wholly neglected* Ifthea 

H h 4 the 
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the formalities of the Marriage^ AB are ex-. 
pedicnt for the fecurity of what the Bible 
holds s ACRBD ; fo far as they are dired:ed to 
that end, the want of them ought to invalf* 
date marriage \ and they do not deferve to be 
denominated odious^ cruel^ unnatural or irr€^ 
ligious. To which I will add, that for uni- 
formity's fake, they ought to be complied 
with in all cafes, In reality, clandeftinemar^ 
riage^, in general arc never attempted but frorii 
feme Jinijier views. Who complains of 
the prpviiipns of the Marriage- Ad> but de- 
figning men, fortune-hunters, and difobe- 
dient children ? — But why not complain of 
the law of God ?--r-Thofe that will not con- 
form> deferve to lofe the privileges of mar- 
riage. I might ftrengthen this reafoning by 
arguments dfawn from the obedience that we 
owe to governors ; without favouring flavery 
or the doftrine of paffive obedience i but at 
preftnt let a bare hint fufficc. Befides, thefe 
provifipns are neceffary for the fecurity of 
the happinefs of nianjcind, by preventing them 
from marrying rafhly and indifcreetly^ 

WsEiiJ conteniplat? thefiP'/eYQral matters, 

and 
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and find ii^ Marriage^ A^^ from the general 
tenor of it, for the good of fbciety, and not 
repugnant to the divine law ; whether it owes 
its fupport to ariftocr^tic confequence, or the 
wifdbm of experience, is an enquiry I am to- 
tally indifferent about. There is no doubt 
but it is flattering to the pride of rank, as it 
throws temporary obftaclcs in the way of pie-- 
beians marrying with the unthinking daugh^^- 
ters of the nobility and gentry. Undoubt- 
edly it is odious to fortune-hunters, because 
very unfavourable to their fchemes. But 
thofe things have no weight with me^ nor 
the confideration, which deferves more at- 
tention than what I have juft been mention- 
ing, that fome avaricious parents make this 
law ftoop to very felfifh and contrafted views^ 
Cafes of this kind may happen, but they can 
be but few; and therefore fcarce deferve 
nientioning, when werefled; on the many good 
advantages refulting from the fecurity of pa- 
rental authority. And further, when I con- 
fider that the Marriage- ASi had for its fa- 
ther the greateft lawyer this country has to 
boaft, equally famed for his ability and hu- 
pianity ; I am not a little prejudiced in its 

favour J 
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Cnrour ; but when I view it as calculated for 
the good of foqiety, and the happinefs of 
anankiiKl, I cannot but declare myfelf its 
inend y and therefore think thofe pofitiona 
jverj wrongs which repreient it a$ founded on 
iAc fordid principles pf a few noble families^ 
^ho» to gratify (heir avarice^ pride^ or am« 
bition5 formed reftri^ons oppre0ive to the 
whole people, It is undoubtedly calculated 
to prevent precipitate kve-matcbes between 
thoughtlefs boys and giddy girls, which arc 
i)etter prerented, becauie they generally ter-^ 
tninate in mutual mifery« It is not a boyiih 
^aflion, precipitate and temporary;, fomething 
like the fuddcn gla^e of lightning, dazzling 
for a while, but foon cxtinguifhed, that wdX 
.form the bafis of matrimonial happinefs j^ 
but the warm aiFcdtion of dijinterejied friends 
Jbip i-^r-rthis will lay a foundation for kind-^ 
oefs, complacency, and endearments as laftn 
ing as life | and on ^is \^%i\%, 

r—** Love's a gcnVous pai£on 
¥. Which fecks the happinefs of her welove/^ 

^^EE— Rival Queens, 
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But the other, very different in itfelf and 
rootives, will foou be fucceeded by the moft 
fpol indifference. 

Gentlemen, who condemn the "wife ra^ 
g4dations of the Marriage-Act, do not 
feem to recoiled the evils that gave rife ta 
it s thefe having ceafed, they are forgot ; but 
remove the ba^rriers that keep Qut the over- 
flowings of ffvil mifcbiefs from clandejiint^ 
marriages^ and they will return with their 
malignancy j fo would experience fpon con^^ 
demn a precipitate abrogation of the ftat4 
a6 Geo. 11. c. 33. Before it, as hiftory 
and liviqg witnefs inform p>e, the great fa^ 
cility of marriage caufed fuch infamous 
Jcenes to be exhibited, both in the metropo*** 
lis and in the country, as well-regulated fo-^ 
qieties are concerned to d^fcounteqance and 
abhor. Not only the proftitution of the 
jacred injiitution itfelf; but fuch unequal, 
profligate, and iniquitous marriages were the 
ejFefts thereof, . befides maijy other ill confe- 
quemces fatal to families, their peace, and 
their happinefs, that the interference of the 
kgijlatur^ became abfolutely neceffary^ There 

was 
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was previous to the paffing this aft, a penal- 
ty of looL laid on every clergyman for cele- 
brating informal marriages, by fevcral*fta- 
tutes. But the Fleet-parfons^ who generally 
officiated on thofe occafiohs, being already 
in prifon, of courfe, dreaded not the penalty : 
therefore it was found neceffary to make the 
offence felony, but within benefit of clergy j 
the punifliment of which, as the law now 
ftands, is the being fenton board the Juftitia 
^t Woolwich, To this penalty the legifla- 
turfe fuperaddcd, as a preventive, a declara- 
tion of nullity if the parties did not conform 
to the rules laid down in the aft. Probably 
thefe penalties did not arife fo much from a 
confideration of the moral turpitude of the 
thing, as from the civil inconveniences it 
drew along with it. But however this be, 
I am confcious that this flatute has remedied 
and prevented thofe crying enormities, that 
exifled by the abufeofthe liberty enjoyed 
before it ; however the nation may feel on 
this occafion, I mufl give my hearty difTent 
t6 the annulling regulations, the wifdom, the 

♦ 6 and 7 Will. III. chap. 6, 7 and 8 Will. III. chap, 
5^, And 10 Ann, chap. 19, 

advaa-. 
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advantage, and the neceffity of which are 
proved by happy experience. Did the evilsf 
here guarded againft afFedt none but their 
immediate objefts, it would be lefs intole- 
rable to fociety were mankind left to their 
imprudence and their folly ; but the cafe is, 
they are of much more extenfive confe-» 
quGnct ;— families are involved herein, ^^- 
rochial osconomy is materially affedted,' order 
and decency are fubverted in the community 
at large; all which, by their combined evil 
tendencies, threaten the fubverfion of civil 
fociety. For thefe, and feveral other rea- 
fons, obvious to every difcerning man, I 
think it would be wrong to give up the y&r- 
malities of marriage : and I alfo conclude 
that want of age, without confent of parents, 
or guardians, — their reprefentatives, as alfo 
want of reafon, do rightly conftitute inabi- 
lity to contract matrimony. As there Ihould 
be ability to eontradt, fo alfo there fhou^d 
be njoilU I mean the mutual confent of the 
tijoo ; which many think the principal mat- 
ter. The Civilians argue that a mutual ' 
contrad: per verba de prajenti is ipfum mafri-^ 
monium. Befides ability and will, to make 

marriage 
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marriage valid in the fight of God> thef<i 
{hould be z/o/emn control 1 add to this^ that 
it (hould alfo be according to dueJirmofJawi 
to entitle it to the advantages^ privikgeSi 
and immunities of fociety. As die a<fl nn- 
der Gonfideration> with refpcft to the fornaa- 
lities prefcribed by it, has for itd objeft, the 
afcertaining^jTi^/^/tf/ confent^ without which^ 
by the law of God there could be no mar- 
riage ', it is not to be wondered at^ as thefe 
formalities are the beft that can be thought 
of, whether with refpedt to their knmediate 
objedls^ or the facrednefs of the obligations 
itfelf^ that they are made effential to marriage^ 
I have no doubt that the want of the father '*d 
confent during minority, on the authority 
of Scriptuife, ought to annul a mattiage, how- 
ever folemnized. I know that by 4 and 5 
Ph. and M* c. 8, that whoever ratarrted a 
Woman child, under the age of fixteen years:,,, 
without this confent obtained^ was only fub-^ 
je£t to a fine^ or live years imprifonment j. 
and her eflate, during her hufband's life, waa 
to go to, and be enjoyed by, the next heir. 
Whether it may be expedient to re-intro-^ 
duce this policy, with refpedt to informal 

marriages. 
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Inarriages, where the confent of the parents 
is not wanting or rieceflary, I leave to thcf 
coniideration and determination of fuperiot 
wifdom* Undoubtedly the idea oi uniformity^ 
which is certainly necefTary in ceremonief 
and folcmnitieSji occafioned the denunciatioii 
of nullity on all marriages not conformable 
to the rules laid down for their legitimacy. 

I BEG leave oncef more to remind man*- 
kind, that if the penalties of the marriage^ 
aB were removed^ and no iimilar ones en- 
afted^ 9II the ill coiifequences- that this law 
was made to prevent, would enfue. And for 
this reafon I do not hefitate to pronounce the^ 
arguments brought for that purpofe, not- 
withftanding they may be well mt^Ltit, ground-^ 
lefs and delufive^ Many fevere things have 
been faid of this flatute, but as they are not 
proved, they cannot be attended to, — But 
waving this confideration : — What muft we 
think of a repeal, when there is nothing 
like a fubftitute provided in its ftead ? What 
can we think of demolifliing one fyftem, 
without building up another that may be 
produftive of equal or greater advantages ?— 

Thefc 
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Thefe are objedlions that are infupcrable, 
and have been already advanced by a noble 
and learned Lord, equally eminent with re-* 
fpedt to his abilities as his ftation. Cer- 
tainly, under fuch circumflances, to abrogate 
the Marriage- Adt, would not be liberal, nor 
found policy. 
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